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SENATE—Monday, August 3, 1987

The Senate met at 12 noon, on the
expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Honorable
THoMAS A. DascHLE, a Senator from
the State of South Dakota.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich-
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Let us pray:

He that dwelleth in the secret place
of the most High shall abide under the
shadow of the Almighty. I will say of
the Lord, He is my refuge and my for-
tress: my God; in Him will I trust.—
Psalm 91: 1-2.

Most High God, thank You for the
profound assurance given us by the
psalmist. In the light of this promise,
earnestly I beseech You on behalf of
the Senators, their staffs, and their
families today. As we begin this week,
with its predictable delays, diversions,
frustrations, and tensions—grant to
leadership and Members a very special
sense of Your presence. Remind them
of Your provision, Your awareness of
their situation, Your promise to sus-
tain, to strengthen, to support, to sat-
isfy human need in the midst of con-
troversy and conflict. Make the words
of the psalmist relevant to the unfold-
ing drama of these hours of pressure.
In spite of us, if necessary, infuse this
place with Your love, Your peace. In
the name of the Prince of Peace.
Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. STENNIS].

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, August 3, 1987.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I
hereby appoint the Honorable THomAs A.
DascHLE, a Senator from the State of South
Dakota, to perform the duties of the Chair.

JoHN C. STENNIS,
President pro tempore,

Mr. DASCHLE thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

(Legislative day of Tuesday, June 23, 1987)

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the standing order the
majority leader is recognized.

AGENDA

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope a
little later to ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to take up the
catastrophic illness legislation. If we
can do that I suppose that could be
disposed of today or certainly today
and tomorrow, and I think it would be
well if that item could be disposed of
before we go out on the August break.

If there is objection to going to that,
I shall ask for the regular order which
will bring back the campaign financing
reform bill. That legislation could be
interrupted and would be during the
afternoon if we can have ready the
FSLIC conference report.

Also, I would hope to dispose of the
Greenspan nomination during the
afternoon.

So all in all, I should think that we
should have some rollecall votes today,
possibly about midafternoon or later,
and I have discussed these briefly with
the distinguished Republican leader
and I hope that we might be able to
make progress accordingly.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may reserve the remainder
of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RECOGNITION OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the standing order the
Republican leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in-
dicate to the majority leader that I
think there will be an objection to the
catastrophic illness bill. I understand
there are a number of Members on
both sides who are concerned about
certain provisions but I will confirm
that if the majority leader will let me
know if he intends to make that re-
quest. I will have one of those who
object on the floor.

I have asked staff to prepare a list of
legislative matters which have been
cleared on this side. I know some may
not have been cleared on that side.
But I will simply hand that list to the
majority leader. There may be some
things we cannot agree on. On drug
testing, Calendar No. 97, I do not
think we will agree to that.

Calendar No. 219, NTIA authoriza-
tion; Coast Guard authorization; air-

port and airways authorization; NOAA
authorization; and improving commod-
ity distribution I guess would be
cleared by tomorrow. We have already
mentioned the FSLIC conference
report, and then there is a bill by Sen-
ator WEICKER dealing with the Titanic
that I will give to the majority leader.

Any of those we could agree on.

Mr. BYRD. Very well, I thank the
distinguished Republican leader.

If the Republican leader will yield, I
would like to begin at the bottom of
the calendar and indicate -certain
measures that perhaps we could agree
to do by unanimous consent: Calendar
Order Nos. 280, 277, 272, 271, 269, 268,
261, 249; we could do those by unani-
mous consent and get them off the
calendar.

There are some, among which I be-
lieve the distinguished Republican
leader made some reference, that are
linked to other calendar numbers and
on which there may be some jurisdic-
tional problems and maybe an amend-
ment on which our staff is trying to
work out time agreements.

I would assure the Republican
leader that the staff on this side will
be continuing to discuss with the staff
on that side and our own staffs any
effort to work out time agreements re-
garding some of these measures.

I note there are several measures
that have been reported out of the
Rules Committee, for example, Calen-
dar Order Nos. 265, 266, 267, 275, and
276, which have been reported out of
the Rules Committee on which there
are holds on the Republican side of
the aisle. I would hope those holds can
be lifted.

I find it difficult to understand why
all the holds are being placed on Rules
Committee resolutions.

Mr. President, I ask that the time I
have consumed be taken out of my
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BYRD. Perhaps the distin-
guished Republican leader would wish
to respond.

Mr. DOLE. I cannot respond to the
last request, but I will check the other
calendar items the majority leader
mentioned and see if we can dispose of
those by unanimous consent. I will try
to check into the reason for the holds
on various resolutions from the Rules
Committee.

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I noted one hold on
a resolution that provides for the
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printing of the pamphlet entitled
“The Constitution of the United
States of America.” I wondered why
anyone would want to hold that up.

Anyhow, I thank the distinguished
Republican leader.

Mr. DOLE. I think there is some
problem there, but I will try to find
out precisely.

INTERNATIONAL SPECIAL
OLYMPICS DAY

Mr. DOLE, Mr. President, today I
want to pay tribute to the thousands
of mentally disabled individuals in our
Nation who are competing in the
International Special Olympics this
week.

Earlier this year, Congress enacted,
and the President signed legislation,
declaring the week of August 2
through August 8, 1987 as “Interna-
tional Special Olympies Week'; and
today, August 3, as “International
Special Olympics Day.” We are cele-
brating this week what began as an ex-
periment in the 1960’s, and which has
grown in the hearts and minds of
those involved to equal the Interna-
tional Olympics. This week culminates
a year in which more than 1 million
athletes competed, in 16 official
sports, in 19,000 grassroots programs,
in every State of this Nation, and
more than 70 countries around the
world.

The Special Olympics Program,
while testing physical fitness, has the
ultimate goal of promoting the psy-
chological and social development of
the mentally handicapped. It
strengthens their confidence, instills
pride, and lets all of us know what
they can honestly do if given the
chance.

Yesterday, more than 4,000 mentally
disabled individuals marched proudly
into Notre Dame’s Football Stadium.
Their chins were held high, their faces
showed confidence, their walk was de-
termined. There was a sense of
achievement that I think many of us
would like to have. Even before the
events began, I think it was obvious
that the program has already achieved
its goal.

While I honor the participants, 1
want to take a moment to acknowl-
edge the work of Eunice and Sargent
Shriver and the 500,000 volunteers
who helped put the Special Olympics
Program together this year. What
began on the Shriver farm in Mary-
land 20 years ago has become a symbol
to us all of what mentally disabled in-
dividuals can do. For myself, and I be-
lieve for all of us here, I would like to
thank the Shrivers for their leader-
ship and their dedication.
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BICENTENNIAL MINUTE
AUGUST 3, 1944 HARRY 8. TRUMAN RESIGNS AS
TRUMAN COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on August
3, 1944, 43 years ago today, Senator
Harry S. Truman resigned as chair-
man, and member, of the Special
Senate Committee to Investigate the
National Defense Program. He took
this action after receiving the Demo-
cratic Party’s Vice Presidential nomi-
nation. His letter of resignation tells
us a great deal about his sense of polit-
ical propriety, and about the success
of his committee.

He said:

It is one of the regrets of my lifetime that
this had to be done. But frankly, under the
present circumstances, I am of the opinion
that any statement, hearing, or report for
which I would be responsible would be con-
sidered by many to have been motivated by
political considerations.

The Missouri Senator concluded:

The accomplishments of the commitdee in
the past largely have been due to the fact
that all its members, Democrats and Repub—
licans alike, were able to work together in
harmony without partisanship.

It was Harry Truman’'s work on the
special commit4ee that first brought
him to national prominence. In early
1941, months before United States
entry into World War 1I, he called for
the creation of a Senate committee to
examine military inefficiency and cur-
ruption. He initiated a personal inves-
tigation of wasteful practices at Fort
Leonard Wood, MO, and ended up
driving 30,000 miles visiting military
bases in the South and East. Truman’'s
hard work and enthusiasm helped con-
vince the Senate to form the special
investigative committee in March
1941, and to name him its chairman.

Senator Truman effectively led his
committee in improving national de-
fense by documenting widespread mis-
management. Despite the controver-
sial nature of its investigations, the
committee always produced unani-
mous reports. As chairman, Truman
demonstrated dedication, integrity,
and leadership ability. These qualities,
in addition to his unassuming nature,
made Truman one of the Senate’s
most admired and respected Members.

GERMANY IS NOT A PART OF
THE INF TALKS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the obsta-
cles to an agreement on intermediate-
range nuclear forces in Europe—or
“INF"—have been falling one by one.
Most recently, Soviet leader Mikhail
Gorbachev accepted an American pro-
posal which makes good sense. Global
“double-zero” will make an agreement
easier to verify, and will truly rid the
world of an entire class of nuclear
weapons.

Soon after this development, the
United States negotiators informed
their Soviet counterparts that we
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would accept their proposal that all
missiles covered by the INF agreement
should be destroyed—not converted to
other uses.

This is the way a negotiation should
be. Now, with most of the disagree-
ments on major principles ironed out,
the way should be cleared for the ne-
gotiating teams to hammer out the all-
important details. Let us not forget
that this Senate is going to insist on
the most effective verification regime
possible.

With each new burst of optimism, I
have cautioned that we should keep
our feet on the ground. There is still
much work to be done.

Unfortunately, instead of getting
down to business on details, the Sovi-
ets are harping on 72 Pershing-1 mis-
siles owned by the Federal Republic of
Germany. Their dogged public pursuit
of this issue can only be designed to
cause dissension in NATO.

It will not work. The United States
cannot break a long-standing pattern
of cooperation with one of its closest
allies; it cannot negotiate away what
belongs to Germany. Neither should
the Soviets expect us to stand idly by
while they agitate for a concession
which may appear to have originated
in Bonn.

It is time to drop the issue of the
German missiles, and get on with ne-
gotiating the details of an INF agree-
ment—especially on verification. I
hope that such an effort will be sue-
cessful. But I know that the Soviets
should not try to make us choose be-
tween an agreement and an ally.

Mr. President, I reserve the balance
of my time.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a
period for morning business not to
extend beyond 12:30 p.m. today, and
that Senators may speak therein up to
5 minutes each.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AGRICULTURE EXPORTS

Mr. BOSCHWITZ, Mr. President, I
wish to rise quite briefly to discuss ag-
riculture exports and the most recent
weekly roundup from the USDA show-
ing that the situation in agriculture
exports has indeed improved. For
wheat, for the year that just conclud-
ed, a total of 22,300,000 tons were ex-
ported last year, in 1985-1986 year.
This year, it was 24.5 million tons, an
increase of about 10 percent. And that
is the equivalent of about 900 billion
bushels.

Corn also has gone up very nicely
and grain sorghum. Soybeans is down
just a little bit, though new orders are
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about 3 times what they were at this
point last year. So that there is appar-
ently going to be a nice pickup there,
too. Rice and cotton. Much has been
said about rice and cotton. Indeed,
they are up quite spectacularly par-
ticularly cotton. And then wheat,
which began the new marketing year
on the 1st of June, shows some really
good signs of perking up.

Mr, President, wheat shows an in-
crease of about 50 percent in this new
marketing year that began on the 1st
of June. Indeed, new orders are almost
double what they were at this time
last year.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
with these figures be printed in the
Recorp and also an article from the
Journal of Commerce, dated July 27,
1987.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

The 1985-86 data for corn and grain sor-
ghum have been adjusted to include ship-
ments reported during the month of Sep-
tember, so a meaningful comparison can be
made. Data are measured in thousand units
(metric tons/bales).

- Year  Accumulated exports Qutstanding sales
Commeadity begin-

ing  1985-86 1986-87 1985-86 1986-87

ik L N et e R
29,153 32,500 2923 5488

3936 4,141 875 931
18956 17,882 847 2,290
1521 241 m 436

1.756 5,826 176 839

1986-87 1987-88 1986-87 1987-88

New marketin June 1 2440 3352 4921 8,019

year: Wheat.

[From the Journal of Commerce, Monday
July 27, 19871

U.S. GrainN SaLes Look Up

CHAMPAIGN, ILL.—Farmers in the United
States, who have been through “six rough
years,” are beginning to regain important
export markets for commodities like corn,
the president of the U.S. Feed Grains Coun-
cil said.

“We feel good to be able to start reporting
that we've bottomed out and things are
turning up,” said Darwin Stolte, whose or-
ganization helps find customers for U.S.
grain. “That’s the encouraging signal.”

Mr. Stolte said the value of U.S, agricul-
tural exports, an important factor in a
healthy farm economy, fell from $44 billion
in 1979-80 to $26 billion in 1985-86.

And, in about the same period, the export
volume of feed grains dropped from 71.6
won metric tons to 36 million tons, he

But Mr. Stolte said U.S. sales of feed grain
abroad should increase by a total of 14 mil-
lion tons this year and next year, partly be-
cause of a federal farm program that has
lowered prices to competitive levels on the
world markets.

World trade in feed grain will increase 7
million tons in that same two-year period,
Mr. Stolte said.

“What those two numbers tell you is . . .
We're starting to see recovery in the world
marketplace,” he said.
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In addition, he said it shows that the 1985
federal farm bill is working.

“We're getting back a lot of that trade
that we lost in previous years simply be-
cause we're being competitive,” Mr. Stolte
said.

That, he said, has persuaded some coun-
tries, like Australia and Canada, to reduce
the acreage of crops that were growing to
sell on foreign markets in competition with
the United States.

Aggressive marketing of U.S. farm prod-
ucts also is helping to reverse the export
slump, Mr. Stolte said.

Other factors are the lower value of the
dollar, which makes our products less ex-
pensive abroad, and higher petroleum
prices, which improve the buying power of
oil-producing nations, he said.

He also said some nations like Egypt and
Turkey are improving their economies and
spending more money on food.

At the same time, Mr. Stolte said U.S.
farmers are reducing their production,
which will help get rid of the huge grain
surplus that has depressed farm prices.

He praised a recent proposal by the
Reagan administration that all nations end
all export and internal subsidies on grain
sales and production and open their doors to
free world trade.

He said that was *“a daring first step
toward a more rational trading system for
agricultural commodities,” but he cautioned
against the United States unilaterally drop-
ping its farm subsidies.

Mr. Stolte answered questions at a news
conference before a scheduled speech to a
Champaign Chamber of Commerce dinner
sponsored by its agricultural committee.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I
conclude by saying that, as is men-
tioned in this article, it is the farm bill
of 1985 that has given some new life to
exports and has currently ended the
downward spiral of the farm situation.
So we are more optimistic now as we
look to the future in rural America
and certainly the farm export figures
would back this up.

I yield the floor.

THE NATIONAL PRICE OF R&D
CONCENTRATION IN THE MILI-
TARY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President a
scholar named Jay Storsky has made
an impressively documented study of
the effect of the heavy concentration
of much of America's science and tech-
nology on military weapons research.
Storsky is a research fellow at the
Berkeley Roundtable on the Interna-
tional Economy. He has written a
report of his study in the fall 1986
issue of the World Policy Journal.
This scholar concludes that the domi-
nance of the military in American re-
search in many areas is already ad-
versely affecting the scientific and
commercial progress of this country in
some important respects. Many of our
best and brightest scientists are being
diverted to military research that has
little or no relation to building a
stronger economy. In fact Mr. Storsky
concludes that the way the Defense
Department presently conducts its re-
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search could have at least two major
adverse consequences for America’'s
leadership in science and technology.
First as the current military technolo-
gy requirements grow more over spe-
cialized and unrelated to economic
competition the billions of dollars the
Government spends on military R&D
pull available scientific personnel and
resources away from research that
could benefit our civilian sector.
Second, as the Defense Department
sees military technology lagging
behind commercial technology, it has
pushed American commercial firms
into its own Pentagon R&D sector to
boost the military performance.
Storsky argues “it would be ironic if
this effort ended up undermining not
only the technical superiority of the
Pentagon’s weaponry but the very or-
ganizational habits that enabled
America’'s civilian high-tech sectors to
be so innovative and commercially suc-
cessful in the first place.”

Mr. President, the arithmetic of the
DOD big government invasion of
America's economic technology is im-
pressive. Roughly a third of this coun-
try’'s spending on R&D is defense re-
lated. It's worse. According to a 1983
National Science Foundation report
between 70 and 80 percent of the fund-
ing for the real cutting edge technol-
ogies is military. That's the lasers, ad-
vanced material and artificial intelli-
gence. A 1985 NSF report showed that
about three quarters of all federally
funded R&D is presently linked to
military programs up from 50 percent
in the late 1970’s. And a 1985 article in
Physics Today reports that only 2 per-
cent of the DOD R&D money is for
basic research and less than 20 percent
goes for R&D of basic technologies
most likely to produce commercial
spin offs that could enhance U.S. com-
petitiveness in world markets.

Storsky offers a vivid example of
how the dominance of military tech-
nology in the United States and the
absence of military technology in
Japan handicaps our country in its
competition with the Japanese. He
cites the different treatment of re-
search with respect to lasers in the
two countries. For America with our
emphatic priority for the strategic de-
fense initiative [SDI] or star wars—
nearly all of SDI's x-ray laser research
aims at extremely high-powered appli-
cation—specific uses—in fact typically
powered by a nuclear explosion.

Now how about the Japanese? In a
June 1986 article in High Technology
Kerry Fineran points out that the
Japanese Government is funding pri-
vate commercial research into lasers
for immediate nonmilitary purposes.
That is carbon dioxide and solid state
lasers designed for industrial uses,
such as welding and semiconductor
diode lasers that can power compact
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disc players and fiber optics communi-
cations equipment.

Mr. President, our country has many
great military advantages—including
our relatively sheltered geographic lo-
cation, our large and skilled popula-
tion, our rich national resources, our
immensely productive free economic
system. But in this era of military
technology our scientific excellence is
crucial. How tragic it would be for our
national security and our survival as a
great nation if we permitted the diver-
sion and perversion of this scientific
excellence for short-term fleeting mili-
tary advantage.

THE KUWAIT REFLAGGING
FIASCO

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
now let’s get this straight. The United
States is providing armed escorts to
ships flying American flags that don’t
belong to us, which are carrying oil
that is not going to us, for countries
that won’t escort their own ships. We
are taking risks for an oil-producing
nation that tried to blackmail us and
bring us to our knees economically.
American lives will be in jeopardy be-
cause this same country refuses to
allow us to base minesweepers in their
ports to protect their ships and their
oil from mines.

Speaking of mines, the United
States, the greatest sea power in the
world has a grand total of three 40-
year-old active duty minesweepers—all
based on the east coast. Minesweepers,
after all, are not glamorous budget
items.

Meanwhile, overhead in the Persian
Gulf, the Saudi's will not allow the
aircraft we sold them to protect our
ships. Nor will they allow us to station
our aircraft in their country to protect
our ships. Our aircraft are subject to
attack from Iranian United States-
made Hawk missiles which may be
operational only because we sold them
the spare parts in the covert Iran
arms-for-hostage deal.

Our good friend, the People's Re-
public of China, to whom we are sell-
ing arms, has supplied Iran with mis-
siles which could attack our ships. Our
friends the Swedes have provided the
fast patrol boats for Iranian hit and
run missions. The Iranians are flying
one of the most advanced fighters in
the world—the F-14 with its Phoenix
missile system because we imprudently
sold them to the Shah.

So who do we have to thank when
our first ship gets hit or goes down?
There are so many choices to pick
from.

MALCOLM BALDRIGE

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, our
Nation has suffered a great loss be-
cause of the death of Secretary of
Commerce, Malcolm Baldrige. He was
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so well liked and so well respected by
all who knew him. He was kind and
considerate to others, but he was very
intelligent and could be bluntly deci-
sive when forming and expressing his
opinions about things.

Mac Baldrige was a real leader, too.
He was persuasive. He had the ability,
the self-confidence, and the skill to in-
fluence others; to make them think
like he did because they were con-
vinced he was right.

He had that effect on me, Mr. Presi-
dent. I remember hearing him discuss
his concern that our Nation’s business-
es were at a disadvantage in their
effort to compete with foreign busi-
nesses because of some of our own
laws and our regulations.

One example was the antitrust law,
section 7 of the Clayton Act to be spe-
cific, which is being interpreted and
applied b9 some courts to prevent the
merger of businesses and companies
engaged in similar activities.

It was his opinion that this law
ought to be modernized; that it ought
to be brought up to date, and that the
effect of foreign competition ought to
be considered when we were determin-
ing whether or not a merger would
result in anticompetitive or monopolis-
tic business power.

I hope that when we get around to
changing that law, Mr. President, we
remember who it was who so forceful-
ly urged that we consider the practical
effect that this law was having on our
failure to compete more effectively in
the international and even the domes-
tic marketplace.

For many of us, Malcolm Baldrige
was also a good friend and he will
truly be missed very greatly.

Our thoughts and prayers go out to
his fine family.

At this time I cannot help but feel
that all of us have been blessed to
have had the benefit of his wisdom,
his personality, and his force in our
Government. I wish that we had more
men like him.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

THE COMMUNITY EFFORTS OF
MR. JAMES C, BECKETT

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise
today to salute the community orient-
ed efforts of one of my constituents,
Mr. James C. Beckett, of Cynthiana,
KY. All too often here in Washington
we tend to think and believe that we
have a monopoly on the best solutions
to the many problems troubling our
States, cities, and small communities.
We sometimes think that these solu-
tions can only be realized through our
broad, national approaches to these
problems. Mr. Beckett, however, re-
minds me that there is an important
message that should not be missed as
we address the business of the Senate.

The message is quite simple, and it is
not new. But it deserves restating from
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time to time as a reminder to national
policymakers. The message is this:
The best solutions in this country
often come from those that have the
problems. Although there are many
vital programs which have been devel-
oped at the Federal level and which
we should continue to strongly sup-
port, it is still true that the most suc-
cessful communities in this country
are those with people interested in
seeking their own solutions and help-
ing themselves and those around
them.

Mr. Beckett is such a person. He is a
leather craftsman in Cynthiana, KY
and, among other things, he is espe-
cially concerned with the many diffi-
cult problems confronting the youth
in this country. In particular, Mr.
Beckett has been supportive of the
many people and programs designed to
help young people to ‘“say no” to
drugs.

Mr. President, I recognize this leath-
er craftsman from Cynthiana today
for his special efforts to find a way in
which he could personally contribute
to a solution to the drug problems
facing young people in his community.
Mr. Beckett contributed his most valu-
able resources—his hands and his ex-
perience—and has crafted a large
number of jacket zipper tabs with the
words “Say” and “No” inscribed on
them. Together with the Cynthiana
Downtown Merchants Association, sev-
eral programs have been planned this
fall for the youth of Harrison County,
KY relating to this problem, and Mr.
Beckett hopes to distribute the tabs to
every child in the county. His efforts
are part of a larger plan of the Cynth-
iana community to send this vital mes-
sage to its young people.

Mr. President, I bring these actions
to the attention of the Senate as an
example of the necessary ingredients
of potentially successful solutions. I
believe the efforts of Mr. Beckett and
the citizens of Harrison County in
helping themselves to help their
young people are as valuable as any
broad solution that could have been
crafted at the national level. I there-
fore commend Mr. Beckett for his ac-
tions and intentions, and hope that he
will serve as a role model for many
others in his community and beyond.

FUTURE UNITED STATES
ASSISTANCE TO PAKISTAN

(Note: In the Recorp of Friday, July
31, 1987, during the remarks of Mr.
GLENN, one of the exhibits requested
to be printed in the RECORD was omit-
ted, that is, an article from the
London Sunday Times of July 26,
1987. In the permanent Recorp the ar-
ticle will be included in the middle
column of page 21882, as follows:)
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[From the London Sunday Times, July 26,
19871

A-BomB PLOT 1S LINKED TO EMBASSY
(By Mark Hosenball and James Adams)

Pakistan's embassy in London was directly
involved in an unsuccessful attempt to buy
special steel used in the production of nucle-
ar weapons, according to American intelli-
gence officials investigating a suspected plot
in the United States to export nuclear bomb
materials illegally to Pakistan.

The allegation casts further doubt on de-
nials by the Pakistani government that it
knows nothing about secret efforts by busi-
nessmen in Canada and London to obtain
the special, high-grade steel for export to
Pakistan.

Last week, The Sunday Times revealed
that Mohammed Igbal Fareed, 55, a Canadi-
an national with business interests in
London, had been identified as a suspect in
the plot.

Between April and August 1985, American
intelligence sources say, Abdul Jamil, an of-
ficial at the Pakistan embassy in Lowndes
Square, London, contacted the London sales
office of Carpenter Steel, a Pennsylvania
company which makes a super-hard metal
called maraging steel.

Jamil indicated that the Pakistani govern-
ment was interested in acquiring 50,000
pounds of the metal.

Because of its use in the production of nu-
clear weapons, the steel cannot be exported
from the United States without a special
export permit and, according to American
officials, Carpenter Steel sought assurance
from the Pakistanis that the material would
not be used in their nuclear weapons pro-
gramme,

The deal never went through because the
American commerce department ordered
Carpenter Steel to cancel it.

Jamil said he was merely . . . an accounts
officer and that he knew nothing about
weapons technology. He said that in Febru-
ary 1985, the embassy had contacted Car-
penter's office in Worcestershire asking for
details on a “few types of steel”, Jamil said:
“They sent us details of stainless steel they
produced. But they also told us about mar-
aging steel.”

Jamil said that in April that vear a repre-
sentative from the company visited the em-
bassy to follow up the inquiry. “I asked our
defense procurement people in Pakistan if
we needed any maraging steel, which I un-
derstand is used for making missile parts
and rifle barrels.”

Jamil said he was mystified by the allega-
tions. He said a small order for stainless and
maraging steel was placed. When the com-
pany said there would be problems over
export licenses for the latter, he told them
to forget about it.

The Americans have long suspected that
Pakistan is actively pursuing a nuclear
weapons programme. The new wave of alle-
gations came two weeks ago after American
Customs agents in Philadelphia arrested
Arshad Pervez, a Toronto businessman, and
charged him with attempting to obtain
50,000 tons of maraging steel from Carpen-
ter Steel and illegally export it to Pakistan.
Pervez is being held without bail in an
American prison.

American officials now believe that after
the Pakistani embassy in London failed to
acquire the steel through a direct approach
to the American manufacturer, the Paki-
stani government activated a clandestine
network of front companies set up for the
express purpose of secretly obtaining nucle-
ar bomb materials from the West.
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The latest revelations are expected to fuel
demands in Congress for a curb on Ameri-
can aid to Pakistan.

TRIBUTE TO MRS. MABEL AMOS

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am
proud to rise, today to pay tribute to a
dear friend, Mrs. Mabel Amos, of
Montgomery, AL, who provided many,
many years of outstanding service to
my home State of Alabama. Mrs.
Amos began her public service in 1931,
when she was appointed to the Reve-
nue Department by Gov. Benjamin
Meek Miller. In 1939 she was appoint-
ed by Gov. Frank Dixon as an assist-
ant in his office, and he later named
her recording secretary. From 1939 to
1966 she worked under six different
Governors as recording secretary, serv-
ing until 1966, when she ran and was
elected to the office of secretal2y of
state. Mrs Amos then served for two
terms as secretary of state.

Though Mrs. Amos retired from
public service in 1975, she was the
honoree of a surprise dinner that was
held on January 29 of this year.
Former Governors, Supreme Court
Justices, appellate court judges, State
senators and representatives, and
many others who have loved and ad-
mired her throughout the many years
of her public service attended, toasted,
and roasted her. The next day the
mayor of Montgomery issued a procla-
mation which declared January 30,
1987, as Mabel Amos Day.

Mrs. Amos richly deserves all praise
and thanks which could ever come her
way. She has worked through many
years to help make Alabama what it is
today. And throughout her service to
our State she has won the respect of
all.

Mr. President, I have finally received
a copy of the proclamation which was
made by the mayor of Montgomery, as
well as an editorial that was made on
television and a document entitled
“Saluting the Record of Mabel S.
Amos.” I ask unanimous consent that
these documents, as well as a letter
that I wrote to Mrs. Amos that was
read at the dinner, be included in the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcorD. I hope that
each of my colleagues has an opportu-
nity to see what an outstanding serv-
ice Mrs. Mabel S. Amos has provided
to my State and our Nation.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SALUTING THE RECORD OF MABEL S. AMOS

Recently, the many friends of Mabel S.
Amos from across the State of Alabama
gave her a "Surprise Dinner Party”, honor-
ing her for her many years of dedicated
public service.

She was roasted, toasted, and generally
discussed by former governors, supreme
court judges, as well as appellate court
judges, senators and representatives of the
Legislature, preachers, dignitaries and
many, many others who worked with her
over the past forty-four years.
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Mabel Amos came to Montgomery from
Conecuh County during the depth of the
Deep Depression in 1931. Governor Benja-
min Meek Miller gave her a job as a state
employee and assigned her to the Revenue
Department. She was among a limited
number that the Governor personally ap-
pointed and she served throughout his ad-
ministration. She later worked for the Ala-
bama Legislature during a number of ses-
sions where she made many valuable con-
tacts.

In 1939, Governor Frank M. Dixon ap-
pointed her as an assistant in his office,
later naming her as Recording Secretary,
where she served for the next twenty-eight
vears, being appointed, at the beginning of
their terms, by the following:

Governor Frank M, Dixon, 1939-1943;

Governor Chauncey Sparks, 1943-1947;

Governor James E. Folsom, 1947-1951;

Governor S. Gordon Persons, 1951-1955;

Governor James E. Folsom, 1955-1959;

(govemor John M. Patterson, 1959-1963;
an

Governor George C. Wallace, 1963-1967.

In 1966, Mabel S. Amos while she was still
serving as Recording Secretary to Wallace,
took a leave of absence to run for the office
of Secretary of State. She did not receive a
clear majority of the votes but had such a
commanding lead her two opponents with-
drew thereby relieving her of a run-off.

During her term, she made such an envia-
ble record trying to discharge the duties and
responsibilities pertaining to the election
laws under the provisions of the newly en-
acted Voting Rights Act. She was therefore
re-elected for another four year term with-
out Democratic opposition.

Under the present law, the Secretary of
State cannot run for re-election but for one
additional term.

Mable S. Amos retired at the end of her
second term in 1975.

A TRIBUTE TO MABEL AMOS

January 30, 1987.

If Alabama politics is your thing, you
should have been with me last night. I can
honestly say I have never seen, under one
roof, such a gathering of prominent politi-
cal figures from Alabama's past and present.
And they all came . . . some from consider-
able distance . .. to pay tribute to one of
the great ladies of state government and
state politics—Mabel Amos.

If you don't know Mabel, that's your loss.
From the Brooklyn community of Conecuh
County, Mabel came to Montgomery in 1931
to become a state employee. In 1939 Gov.
Frank Dixon appointed her as his recording
secretary. For the next 28 years governor's
came and governor’s went, but Mabel Amos
stayed put. She became as much a fixture at
the Capitol as the Jefferson Davis Star.
After Dixon’s term expired, she served as re-
cording secretary for Govs. Chauncey
Sparks, Jim Folsom, Gordon Persons, Jim
Folsom a second time, John Patterson and
George Wallace.

One of those governors, John Patterson,
recalled last night that when he took office
he contemplated putting one of his friends
in Mabel's job. Very quickly he was told by
a host of lawmakers that if he replaced
Mabel he could forget his legislative pro-
gram. Mabel stayed.

Patterson was but one of a roomful of
active and no-longer active politicians and
state officials who paid tribute to this lady.
Former Gov. Albert Brewer, so rarely seen
in these parts, was the master of ceremonies
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.. there were judges and retired judges
... almost forgotten cabinet members of
the past . .. legislators . .. and in a nice
touch, also present were the daughters of
Govs. Persons, Folsom and Wallace. There
were people in that room who had been
bitter political enemies, but they sat side by
side last night because of one common de-
nominator—their 2espect and love for
Mabel Amos.

It was truly a remarkable gathering for a
remarkable lady.

And that's the way we see it tonight.

BoB INGRAM,
Editorial Director.

PROCLAMATION

Whereas, Mrs. Mable Sanders Amos has
been and continues to be a respected citizen
of the City of Montgomery; and

Whereas, Mrs. Mable has served eight gov-
ernors of the State of Alabama by being the
personal secretary to Governor Frank
Dixon and Recording Secretary for Gover-
nor Frank Dixon, Governor Chauncy
Sparks, Governor James Folsom, Governor
Gordon Persons, Governor John Patterson,
Governor George Wallace, Governor Lur-
leen Waliace and Governor Albert Brewer,
and

Whereas, Mrs. Mable has dedicated her
life to her beloved State of Alabama and
has served with distinction, advancing stead-
ily in her career to positions of more and
more responsibility, always demonstrating
her willingness to place her concern for the
public good ahead of her personal interests;
and

Whereas, throughout her career, Mrs.
Mable has earned the admiration and high
regard of those with whom she has come
into contact, and the affection of a host of
friends; and

Whereas, Mrs. Mable retired from public
life in 1975 after forty three years of public
service including eight years as Secretary of
State for the State of Alabama; and

Whereas, it is fitting and proper that Mrs.
Mable be honored by her friends and admir-
ers by a dinner given in her honor at the
?gg!‘;tgomery Country Club on January 29,

Now, Therefore, I, Emory Folmar, Mayor
of the City of Montgomery, Alabama, do
hereby proclaim January 30, 1987, as Mable
Amos Day in the City of Montgomery as an
expression of appreciation for the years of
dedicated service to the people of the State
of Alabama.

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, DC, January 22, 1987.
Mrs. MABEL SANDERS AMOS,
Montgomery, AL.

My DeAr MageL: I certainly do wish that I
could take part in the “Roast” which is
being held in your honor. Yet, though I am
unable to attend, I would like to take this
opportunity to thank you on behalf of every
citizen of Alabama for the tremendous serv-
ice that you have provided. We are all in
your debt for your work as Recording Secre-
tary to the Governor, and for the leadership
you provided as Secretary of State.

In this history of our state, many people
have offered their efforts and their involve-
ment. Many have dedicated their labors and
their time to accomplish the various
achievements which have been realized in
the past. However, I know of very few indi-
viduals who have matched the contributions
you have made. Though some may think
that you did not pursue the profession for
which you were trained in college—that of
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being a teacher—they are gravely mistaken.
Not only have countless people learned
from your devoted service to the public and
to our state, but you have also helped to
teach six different governors the way to
govern. From 1939 through 1965, as they
came and left, there was one constant in
Montgome; Mabel Amos was in charge.

You should feel very proud for all that
you have done. Moreover, throughout your
work, you have maintained the highest
standards of honesty and integrity—quali-
ties which have endeared your name to
people everywhere. I commend you for your
efforts,

In the future, I know that you will enjoy
every happiness and that your life will be
full with continued friendship.

With kindest personal regards, I am

Sincerely,
HoweLL HEFLIN.

TRIBUTE TO KENNETH L.
ADELMAN

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, yes-
terday I became aware that the Direc-
tor of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency [ACDA]l, Kenneth L.
Adelman, has decided to retire from
that position to return to a career in
the private arena. His departure from
ACDA will be a great loss for that
agency, our Government's arms con-
trol efforts, and the Nation. He has
been an outstanding spokesman for
President Reagan’s administration and
policies.

Mr. Adelman has done a superb job
of managing the Nation's arms control
agenda. Although I originally opposed
his nomination, I realized my opposi-
tion was a mistake after he had occu-
pied the directorship of ACDA for
only a short period of time. In short,
he quickly gathered up the leadership
reins at ACDA and, for the past 4
years, has managed the agency and a
broad variety of arms control issues in
a highly professional manner. My op-
position rested primarily on my con-
cern that it was unwise, with major
U.S. arms control initiatives in
progress in early 1983, to replace
Eugene Rostow, a highly experienced
and able diplomat, as ACDA Director.
Ken Adelman simply proved me
wrong. He has been a forceful advo-
cate for arms control—for the elimina-
tion of chemical weapons and the
sharp reduction of nuclear weapons.

He also has educated our allies and
the American people on the funda-
mental importance of keeping arms
control within a mature perspective.
That perspective says that arms con-
trol efforts are important, but should
not be allowed to obscure the necessity
of maintaining our national security
and a world balance of power that
deters aggression.

Mr. President, I commend Kenneth
Adelman for his superb record as Di-
rector of ACDA. 1 strongly believe
that, long after his resignation be-
comes effective, he will continue to
contribute his intelligence, articulate-
ness, and vigor to the important cause
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of national leadership—not only on
arms control issues, but also in many
other areas. I know that most of our
distinguished colleagues share my re-
spect for his fine record of public serv-
ice and wish him well in his future en-
deavors.

IMPORTS OF COTTON SHEETING
FROM THE SOVIET UNION

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
more disquieting news regarding
Soviet imports of cotton sheeting has
recently been brought to my atten-
tion. I am amazed that the administra-
tion has taken unilateral action which
allows the Soviet Union to import into
this country more than 4 million
square yards of cotton sheeting over
the next 12 months. This action takes
place at a time when the most recent
Department of Commerce textile and
apparel trade statistics are alarming.

For January through May, the tex-
tile and apparel trade deficit increased
by 22 percent over the same period
last year to a new recordbreaking $9.6
billion. This represents a $1.7 billion
increase. At this rate, the textile and
apparel trade deficit for 1987 will
reach an unbelievable $23 billion.

In light of these statistics, I find it
hard to believe that this administra-
tion would pursue a course so benefi-
cial to our greatest adversary. Every
year we spend billions of dollars to
strengthen ou2 military defense. The
major reason we spend these vast
amounts is to protect the citizens of
this Nation from the Soviet threat of
domination. Yet, the administration,
through this policy of opening our
market to the Soviets, is making them
stronger at our expense. For every
new textile job created in the Soviet
Union as a result of this policy, an
American worker loses his or her job.

In summary, it is unsound policy to
make the Soviets stronger at our ex-
pense. Stated simply, exporting textile
jobs to the Soviet Union by virtue of
this unilateral action makes no sense
whatsoever. The best approach the ad-
ministration can take is to stop any
further shipments of textile and ap-
parel imports immediately. At a mini-
mum, a prohibition must be imposed
at the end of the 12 month period to
prevent a potential flood of these
products from inundating the United
States and displacing even more tex-
tile and apparel jobs.

Before concluding, I would like to
bring to the attention of this body
that the Finance Committee last week
reported S. 549, the Textile and Ap-
parel Trade Act of 1987. In light of
unilateral action by the administra-
tion favorable to the Soviet Union and
the most recent devastating Com-
merce Department statistics, reporting
of this bill could not be more timely. I
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urge swift consideration of this vital

legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of a letter regarding
imports of Soviet Cotton Sheeting
sent by me to Ambassador Clayton
Yeutter, the United States Trade Rep-
resentative, on July 30, 1987, and testi-
mony given by me last week before the
Senate Finance Committee regarding
S. 549, the Textile and Apparel Trade
Act of 1987, be included in the RECORD
following these remarks.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 30, 1987.

Ambassador CLAYTON YEUTTER,

The United States Trade Representative, Ex-
eculive Office of the President, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEeAR AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: I have recent-
ly been informed that the Administration
has decided to allow the Soviet Union to
import over 4 million square yards of cotton
sheeting into the United States in the next
12 months. It is extremely disturbing to me
that the Administration has agreed to allow
such a vast amount of cotton sheeting to
enter our domestic market.

As you know, textile and apparel imports
are gravely threatening the continued exist-
ence of these domestic industries, Recent
Department of Commerce statistics show
for the first five months of 1987, the textile
and apparel trade deficit increased by 22
percent over the same period last year to a
new record-breaking $9.6 billion. At this
rate, the textile and apparel trade deficit
{ic-r 1987 will reach an unbelievable $23 bil-

on.

I do not understand how the Administra-
tion can allow a new textile supplier to
enter our domestic market when current
textile imports are costing us thousands of
jobs. Some believe that the Soviet Union,
our greatest adversary, could become a
major textile and apparel supplier. This
must not be allowed to happen. The Soviets
will exploit and take advantage of this op-
portunity to ship additional textiles and ap-
parel into the United States.

I believe that the best approach the Ad-
minstration can take is to stop any further
shipments of textile and apparel imports
from the Soviet Union. I urgently request
that this action be taken at the end of the
12-month period, if not sooner, to prevent a
potential flood of these products from inun-
dating the United States and displacing
even more textile and apparel jobs.

With kindest regards and best wishes,

Sincerely,
STrROM THURMOND.

TESTIMONY BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND

BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank the
distinguished Members of this Committee
for giving me the opportunity to testify in
favor of S, 549, the Textile and Apparel
Trade Act of 1987, It is most appropriate
that this Committee hold hearings on this
vital legislation so soon after passage of
major trade legislation by the Senate.

Passage of the major trade bill is a step in
the right direction toward solving the trade
problems facing this Nation. But an impor-
tant part of solving our trade problems in-
cludes passage of the Textile bill. Over two
million jobs in the textile and apparel indus-
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try, more than the steel and the automobile
industries combined, are at stake. Without
passage of this bill, we simply are exporting
these jobs to foreign competitors, making
them stronger at our expense.

As this Committee begins consideration of
S. 549, 1 believe you will find the most
recent textile and apparel trade statistics
alarming. Although we heard many, many
statistics quoted during the Senate's consid-
eration of the trade bill, I am compelled to
quote the most recent ones relating to tex-
tile and apparel trade released by the Com-
merce Department. Figures released by
Commerce show that for January through
May, the textile and apparel trade deficit
increased by 22 percent over the same
period last year to a new record-breaking
$9.6 billion—a $1.7 billion increase over last
year. At this rate, the textile and apparel
trade deficit for 1987 will reach an unbeliev-
able $23 billion!

As dismal as these statistics are, there is
more bad news for the textile industry.
Measured in square yards, textile and ap-
parel imports reached a record level for the
first five months of this year. From January
through May, textile and apparel imports
totaled a massive 5.5 billion square yards, a
5 percent increase over the same period last
year.

The most astonishing fact is that these
record levels were reached in spite of the
Administration claims that they have nego-
tiated tighter bilateral agreements with for-
eign importers, The truth is that the Ad-
ministration has taken no effective action to
assure the more than 2 million Americans
employed in this industry that their jobs
are secure. Unless Congress takes prompt
action to stop the flood of textile and appar-
el imports, the devastation will drive this
domestic industry to extinction. Some two
million Americans employed in this industry
could suffer the tragedy of losing their jobs.

Further dismal statistics make it clear that
this possibility is becoming a reality. Over
1000 textile and apparel plants have closed
since 1980. Some 300,000 textile and apparel
jobs have been lost to imports in the last
several years. Incredibly, one-half of all tex-
tile and apparel goods sold in the United
States are made abroad.

Along with these statistics, a recent study
by the Office of Technology Assessment
(OTA) warrants serious consideration by
the members of this committee. OTA was
created in 1972 as an analytical arm of Con-
gress. Its basic function is to help legislative
policymakers anticipate and plan for the
consequences of technological change and
to examine its impact on our citizens. OTA
provides Congress with independent and
timely reports in many areas—one being the
U.S. Textile and Apparel Industry.

OTA recently issued a report entitled the
U.S. Textile and Apparel Industry: A Revo-
lution in Progress. Its conclusions are most
disturbing. This report concludes that “de-
spite the optimism made possible by techni-
cal progress, U.S. textile and apparel firms
are in danger * * * in spite of these remark-
able advances, the industry is gravely
threatened.”

The OTA report draws the following con-
clusion:

“s * * if penetration of U.S. apparel mar-
kets were to continue at the pace of the past
decade, domestic sales of U.S. apparel firms
would approach zero by the Year 2000,
while two-thirds of the U.S. textile market
would be served by [foreign] imports.”

With this dangerous trend in mind, it is ir-
responsible for us as elected officials to
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stand by and fail to act when fellow Ameri-
cans face such a bleak future. The liveli-
hood of some two million American families
depends on the textile mill, most of which
are located in small towns across this Coun-
try. When a textile mill shuts down, its clos-
ing is a disruptive, shocking, and awesome
experience. To some, the pain can compare
to the loss of a loved one. The adverse eco-
nomic impact of a community resulting
from the closing of a mill can be devastat-
ing. A plant closing causes permanent scars.
The disappointment, disillusionment, and
frustration is lasting.

During consideration of the major trade
bill, some argued that a global market ap-
proach will create new jobs in this country.
The implication is that these new jobs will
be filled by displaced textile and apparel
workers. This is simply not the truth. New
jobs in the utilities field, the health indus-
try, or with legal or consulting firms offer
no comfort to out-of-work textile employees.
Their training and skills learned on the job
are not transferable to these other indus-
tries. If foreign imports put a textile or ap-
parel worker in the unemployment line,
there is no guarantee that he or she will
find work elsewhere.

Before closing, I would like to briefly com-
ment on several provisions included in S.
1420, the major Senate trade bill. Regarding
that legislation, it was often described as a
“generic” bill, one which provides no special
protection to any particular industry. My
review shows this is simply not the case.
This bill provides protection and support for
several domestic industries. One provision,
somewhat similar to the textile bill, limits
imports of lamb. This section mandates the
imposition of lamb guotas which would pre-
vent lamb imports from rising above 28.5
million pounds per year, This provision will
protect the lamb industry from the prospect
of greatly increased imports.

Another provision helps the domestic
steel industry. It requires the United States
Trade Representative to seek bilateral
agreements which restrain imports of
welded steel fence panels, wire fabric, and
welded steel wire mesh for concrete rein-
forcement. Still, another provision helps the
telecommunieations industry by directing
that negotiations be undertaken to require
foreign countries to open their markets to
U.S. telecommunications goods and services.

Yet another provision extends unemploy-
ment benefits under the trade Adjustment
Assistance Program to oil and gas workers
who lost their jobs due to foreign imports.

There are other provisions included in the
major trade bill which time does not permit
me to discuss. After a review of these ‘'spe-
cial interest” provisions, I want to make it
clear that they may be worthwhile and
needed to help many domestic industries. In
view of these provisions included in the
Senate trade bill, the argument that the
“Textile and Apparel Trade Act of 1987"
does not merit support because it provides
assistance to a specific industry, lacks sub-
stance.

In closing, I urge you to look at this legis-
lation with an open mind. A vote against it
is a vote in favor of exporting some 2 mil-
lion textile and apparel jobs to foreign
countries. It is not right to turn our back on
these dedicated Americans.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to tes-
tify regarding this vital legislation.
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, has morn-
ing business closed?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I indicat-
ed last weekend that it would be my
hope to be able to proceed to the con-
sideration of the catastrophic illness
legislation today. Senator BENTSEN is
on the floor. As chairman of the Com-
mittee on Finance, he has reported
out the bill, S. 1127, a bill to provide
for Medicare catastrophic illness cov-
erage, and for other purposes.

I have discussed taking up this meas-
ure with the distinguished Republican
leader upon more than one occasion.
He has made a bona fide, conscien-
tious, sincere, and dedicated effort to
get consent on his side for us to take it
up. He has had some problems in that
regard, but I do know for a fact that
the Republican leader has made these
efforts. I do not believe the Republi-
can leader ought to do all the object-
ing himself on that side.

I am going to ask unanimous consent
shortly to take up the Bentsen bill.

Before doing that, I should call at-
tention also to a nomination on the
Executive Calendar, the nomination
being Calendar No. 212, M. Peter
McPherson, of Virginia, to be Deputy
Secretary of the Treasury, vice Rich-
ard G. Darman, resigned.

I understand there is a problem with
that nomination, that a point of order
can be made against it.

Mr. BENTSEN, again, is chairman of
the Committee on Finance having re-
ported the nomination, and he is on
the floor and prepared to proceed to
make that point of order.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST—MC FHERSON

NOMINATION

If it is agreeable to all concerned, I
shall ask unanimous consent at this
point to go into executive session to
take up the nomination of M. Peter
McPherson, of Virginia, to be Deputy
Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. President, I do make that re-
quest.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I
object. I make the point of order that
the nomination is not properly before
the Senate because it was reported by
a committee when it was not author-
ized to meet.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The point of order is well taken.

MEDICARE CATASTROPHIC
ILLNESS COVERAGE ACT

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield?
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Mr. BYRD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am now
advised that Senator WaLLop, who was
to make the objection to proceeding to
consider the Medicare catastrophic ill-
ness coverage bill, cannot be present
until 1 o’clock, but I will make it on
his behalf so I do not hold up the ma-
jority leader and the chairman of the
Finance Committee.

Let me indicate that I have suggest-
ed that we ought to go on to the bill
and then if there is determined opposi-
tion, we can talk about that. But there
are about seven or eight on this side,
and I understand there are not any on
the other side, who are concerned
about one or two provisions, who feel
it is in their interest and in the inter-
est of getting better provisions, not to
proceed to the bill.

I think perhaps there is still some
dialog going on, and basically we can
work it out and can settle it this week.
There are a couple of controversial
provisions, one on prescription drugs
and one on the tax. I assume they will
be resolved once we get to the bill.

On behalf of Senator WaLLop, I
would interpose that objection when
the majority leader makes the request.

Mr. BENTSEN. If the majority
leader will yield, Mr. President, cata-
strophic illness under the Medicare
program coverage is long overdue. The
House approved its bill on July 22. It
is now up to the Senate. We should
not be having this kind of delay be-
cause of some ideological maneuvering
that may be taking place. Delaying
action has a very direct impact upon
the elderly and disabled who are most
vulnerable. They are the ones incur-
ring the highest health care costs. If
we do not act, in 1988 we are going to
see 10 percent of the elderly and dis-
abled spend $1 out of $5 of their
income on health and it is these indi-
viduals who often have to make the
choice between paying for needed
health care or buying basic food and
shelter.

I understand there are a couple of
controversial provisions associated
with this bill. What we have done with
the Senate bill is to create a basic pre-
mium to cover a portion of the cost of
the benefit, and a progressive supple-
mental premium, in effect, to offset
the balance of any new costs. The dis-
abled and those above 65 will be reduc-
ing the law of averages for the individ-
ual. The elderly and disabled will be
sharing responsibility of the financing
of these benefits with their peers. I
think it is a good approach that the
committee has followed. Here you
have a bill reported out of the Com-
mittee on Finance unanimously, 20 to
0. So there is excellent support for it.

There has been a lot of time to pre-
pare for debate on this bill. The Presi-
dent addressed the issue first in his
State of the Union Address in January
of 1986 and again this year. We fol-
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lowed his proposal immediately in the
Finance Committee. The minority
leader is a distinguished member of
that committee and has been very sup-
portive in participating in the effort to
develop and consider this bill. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota,
now on the floor, took an active and
very constructive role in the consider-
ation of this major measure.

Mr. President, we had our first hear-
ings in January after the President’s
address. We moved very promptly on
this initiative.

The Bentsen bill has been reported
out now—it was reported out on May
29—over 2 months ago. The House
passed its bill earlier, as I stated. We
had the report language filed a week
ago and I advised committee staff to
be particularly responsive to any mem-
bers of the committee or any Members
of the Senate who had any questions
concerning this piece of legislation so
that all could move on with it.

Now, the problem we run into in the
Finance Committee is, as soon as we
get back here after the August recess,
we are going to have reconciliation on
our hands, including the problem of
trying to raise additional funds. That
is going to be a pressing responsibility
for us and the effort will be all-engulf-
ing. So we have, I think, in effect a
window here where we could move on
this bill and clear this item from one
agenda in September.

Full consideration of this bill has oc-
curred in committee. The Senate
ought to be prepared to debate and
move on with the issue. If Members
think that all of a sudden any prob-
lems they might have with S. 1127 are
going to go away during the recess, 1
think they are wrong. Instead, prob-
lems are going to be accentuated. I
think we will find the pressures have
increased, and I think we will find the
staffs will be diligent and hard at work
in coming up with amendments to the
bill. All the interest groups, whether
associated with industry or represent-
ing consumers or the elderly, all will
get very much more involved beyond
what lobbying they have already done.
All of these groups and organizations
have been given ample opportunity to
testify and present their cases before
the House and before the Senate. I
strongly urge that we now move for-
ward with the committee reported bill.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Texas, the
chairman of the Finance Committee,
has made a strong case for proceeding
with the measure, indicating it was re-
ported out of the committee by a vote
of 20 to 0 with strong bipartisan sup-
port. As I understand, it was voted out
of the committee in May.

Did the Senator say “in May"'?

Mr. BENTSEN. It was voted out of
the House on July 22.
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Mr. BYRD. And out of the Senate
Finance Committee?

Mr. BENTSEN. I do not have that
exact date.

Mr. BYRD. In any event, it has been
on the calendar now for some days, I
guess a week.

Mr. BENTSEN. The majority leader
is right. We reported the bill out over
2 months ago, on May 29.

Mr. BYRD. May 29. And it has been
on the calendar for about a week. I
emphasize the point that the chair-
man made, that being we have a little
window here. During the time that the
conferees are going to be working on
the debt limit extension, there is a
window during which the Senate can
be working on this measure and it
would be well, as the distinguished Re-
publican leader and I said heretofore,
that this measure be passed before the
Senate and the House go out for the
break.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent—and Senators may reserve the
right to object—that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
Order No. 260, S. 1127, the catastroph-
ic illness legislation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object, and
I do not intend to object, I have lis-
tened to the majority leader’s descrip-
tion of his efforts to bring this matter
before us. I have listened, of course,
with interest to my colleague, the
chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, describe the path of the cata-
strophic insurance bill through the Fi-
nance Committee.

I suggest that they are both right.
From my standpoint, I began this
process in 1979 when I first came to
the Senate. At that time it was the
Senator from Texas and the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. DoLE]l] who were
talking to us about the need for cata-
strophic in Medicare.

President Reagan, I believe, in his
State of the Union Message in Janu-
ary 1986 instructed the Secretary of
HHS to take some action. I, Mr. Presi-
dent, was fortunate enough to be the
Senate’s appointee to the Catastrophic
Insurance Commission and we spent
from January 1986 until November
1986 looking at the entire area of cata-
strophic but making some specific rec-
ommendations in the area of Medi-
care. Those recommendations, as ev-
eryone recalls, were the subject of
some small amount of debate in Janu-
ary and February of this year within
the administration. That debate was
resolved by mid-February in favor of
the legislation basically which the Fi-
nance Committee has reported out as
of May 29.

Now, in addition to the catastrophic
part of this bill, the House has chosen
to add drug benefits in part B financed
out of the catastrophic arrangement,
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and to some degree there appears to
be a debate behind the scenes on the
Senate side as to the appropriateness
of the benefit, as to the manner in
which the benefit might be financed,
whether or not it might be done dif-
ferently.

But that aside, it strikes me the time
has come for this body to deal with
catastrophic insurance in Medicare. 1
hope that those of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, whether it is
the Democratic side or the Republican
side, who might seek to delay the con-
sideration of this bill, because of their
concerns not about the catastrophic
but their concerns about the potential
for a drug amendment here on the
floor or something else, resolve those
concerns as quickly as possible. Per-
haps they might even come to the
floor and discuss this issue as soon as
possible so that those of us who have
spent much of our lives in the Senate
trying to come to the day when we
could vote on a catastrophic bill might
be permitted to do so.

So I encourage those of my col-
leagues who might be concerned about
that potential, which is benefit expan-
sion, but who care a lot about cata-
strophic, permit those of us who do
care about catastrophic to proceed
with this bill.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I just
simply say that there are no objec-
tions on this side to proceeding. It is
cleared on this side of the aisle. And I
make the request.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, let me indicate to
the majority leader that I am not op-
posed to proceeding. Neither is the
ranking member on the Health Sub-
committee. There are I think six or
seven on this side who have indicated
an objection.

It would be my hope that perhaps
the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. DURENBERGER] might be
able to visit with those Members yet
today—I would be perfectly willing to
sit in on that meeting—to see if there
is not some way to get the bill on the
floor and then we can maybe negotiate
any differences. Amendments are
going to happen on every piece of leg-
islation. It is no different than any
other legislation. We do have a few
days in which to accomplish this,
which would be certainly helpful to
the distinguished chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, Senator BENTSEN, as
well as other members of that commit-
tee who are going to be tied up with
reconciliation.

And so I would on behalf of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wpyoming
[Mr. WaLLor] object but on the hopes
that we would still have an opportuni-
ty maybe, if we can work it out, to try
this later today or the first thing to-
morrow.
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Mr. BENTSEN. If I may say, I would
be delighted to be available for any
conference so I might assist in trying
to resolve some of these differences, if
we can. I understand that one of the
major issues apparently is the pre-
scription drug amendment that might
be forthcoming. But that has been
known for a long time and we ought to
be prepared to debate it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
all Senators. I thank, in particular, the
Republican leader for the efforts he
has made to bring this measure up. I
am encouraged by his statement that
he will continue to meet with Senators
on his side in an effort to remove the
objection and get the measure before
the Senate. Once it is before the
Senate, as we have seen happen so
often. Senators get together and re-
solve their differences.

I also thank Mr. DURENBERGER for
his support of the legislation and for
his efforts to mediate the differences
among other Senators.

Mr. President, for the moment we
have made our effort, and we hope
that it can be renewed later.

At this time, Mr, President, I ask for
regular order.

SENATORIAL ELECTION
CAMPAIGN ACT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 2) to amend the Federal Election
Campalign Act of 1971 to provide for a vol-
untary system of spending limits and partial
public financing of Senate general election
campaigns, to limit contributions by multi-
candidate political committees, and for
other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the bill.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Bogren, the chief
author of the bill and the chief author
of the amendment, which represents
the latest compromise proposal, is on
his way to the floor.

TEN-MINUTE RECESS

Mr. BYRD. I understand that Mr.
Boren will be here in probably 5 or 10
minutes. I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate stand in recess for 10 min-
utes.

There being no objection, the
Senate, at 1:27 p.m., recessed until 1:37
p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer [Mr. REID].

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

IMPORTATION OF OBJECTS
FROM THE “TITANIC”

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk a bill that Senator
WEeIcker will call up under the time
agreement that the distinguished ma-
jority leader will now present, I be-
lieve. I am not introducing this for
Senator Weicker. He will introduce it
himself. But that is so everyone will
know what the bill is that the majori-
ty leader is referring to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a
total of 10 minutes on the bill to be in-
troduced by Mr. WEICKER dealing with
the importation of objects from the
Titanic, provided further that no
amendments or motions to recommit
the bill with or without instructions be
in order, provided that the time be
under the control of Mr. WEICKER, and
provided that the majority leader may
call up the bill at any time after con-
sultation with the minority leader
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objections?

Hearing none, that is the order.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the majority
leader. The distinguished Senator
from Connecticut will be here later
this afternoon.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distin-
guished Senator.

SENATORIAL ELECTION
CAMPAIGN ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today we
return to the unfinished business of
the Senate, campaign finance reform.
Senate bill 2 is among the most impor-
tant legislation to be considered by
this historic 100th Congress. It con-
cerns the very integrity of this body, it
concerns the integrity of the legisla-
tive process, and it concerns the integ-
rity very directly of our system of
democratic elections. The never
ending pursuit of campaign funds, the
money chase, will only accelerate if we
do not act to limit spending.

Raising money is so time consuming
it results in a diminished legislative ca-
pacity. This is not good for America. It
also means, as I have previously said,
that we are becoming a part time legis-
lature because we must be full time
fundraisers. These concerns should be
enough to prompt action, but there is
an even bigger threat to the integrity
of this Congress that looms on the ho-
rizon. This cloud over democracy is
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the public outery which will arise if we
do not act to limit the campaign
spending appetite and the excessive
dependence on special interests.

Mr. President, public trust and confi-
dence are the essential building blocks
upon which a free and democratic gov-
ernment is built. Keeping faith with
the American people is our highest ob-
ligation as elected officials. Sadly, we
have seen in the past few months
what can happen when a branch of
Government loses sight of this obliga-
tion. The hearings of the Iran select
committee have documented executive
branch deception and efforts to skirt,
if not break, the law. This breach of
faith with the public and the Congress
has significantly weakened the Presi-
dent’s ability to act and lead. This is
not good for America.

When Government breaks faith with
the people as it did during Watergate,
and as we saw again in the Iran-arms
transfer, it is not only the misguided
officials who lose, but all Government
loses. There is a shared responsibility
for good Government.

Mr. President, there is another issue
which could seriously undermine
public trust and confidence even fur-
ther. Congress has suffered in the past
from misdeeds by executive branch of-
ficials and Presidents, but the problem
I refer to is the dramatic rise in cam-
paign costs and our growing depend-
ence on special interests to finance
this money chase. If we do not act to
establish reasonable, fair limits for
campaign spending, we will by our in-
action do serious damage to the build-
ing blocks of democracy—trust and
confidence.

I am not alone in this view. It is a
view shared by many on both sides of
the aisle. Past public statements by
Republicans and Democrats alike have
indicated a need to limit the seemingly
insatiable appetite for campaign
money. What is at stake here is not
partisan interest or advantage but the
integrity of Congress. The public un-
derstands this and so do the media.
We know the problem, we understand
its dangerous implications, now we
must act to do something about it.

Mr. President, it is important to re-
member that we were at a very similar
crossroads in terms of Presidential
campaign finance in 1974. In 1974 we
were responding to a scandal, whereas
today, we are frying to act to avoid
one. In that debate several of the same
charges were raised against reform—it
was asserted that such a system would
limit competition, provide incumbent
protection, and that it would not work.
History has proven all of these
charges to have been unjustified. The
system has had widespread competi-
tion. Certainly the large field of candi-
dates seeking the Presidency in 1988,
including several of our colleagues
from the Senate, demonstrates that
the system is a success. Incumbent
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protection has also not been a prob-
lem, as two of the three incumbents
running under the system have been
defeated—Presidents Ford and Carter.
Finally, while the system is not per-
fect, it has been widely perceived as a
success. Only 1 Presidential candidate
in 35 has not accepted public funds,
and I believe all candidates in 1988
plan on accepting the spending limits
and public funds, including the Repub-
lican and Democratic candidates for
the Presidency from this very Cham-
ber.

Previously, I introduced into the
RECORD, editorials from newspapers in
43 States and the District of Colum-
bia. Those editorials, all approved or
written by the local editorial boards,
called upon Congress to act now on
this important legislation. We simply
must take the people’s branch off the
auction block. We cannot permit
Senate seats to be put up for sale to
the highest bidder.

Mr. President, in the 6 weeks since I
introduced those editorials, many ad-
ditional editorials have appeared in
newspapers expressing support for the
Senatorial Election Campaign Act, S.
2. This raises to almost 250 the
number of editorials which have ap-
peared on this subject in the past few
months. These editorials come from
newspapers in all regions, from cities
of all sizes, and editorial boards of
varying ideological predispositions.
These editorials are at once a call to
action and at the same time a voice of
warning. We must act to stem the
growing tide of money in congressional
elections. If we do not, we will erode
public trust and confidence in this, the
people’s branch. Similarly, the legisla-
tion has been endorsed by the League
of Women Voters, Common Cause, the
National Association for the Advance-
ment of Colored People, by farmers'
groups, senior citizens’ groups, and
many others. Opposition to the meas-
ure is rarely found in the Nation’'s
newspapers—conservative or liberal.
The only real opposition has come
from some elements of the Republican
Party and those special interests
which are a part of the problem. This
is a case in which the public interest is
clear and widely perceived.

As the newspaper editorials point
out, we are at a crossroads. We can act
to establish fair and responsible limits
on spending, or we can stand aside and
put Congress up for sale to the high-
est bidder. I extend today, as I have
done before, an invitation to any and
all interested Senators who have not
yet joined in this effort to come for-
ward and work with us to enact limits
on spending which would be fair, and
which would foster competition just as
the limits on Presidential candidates’
spending have fostered healthy com-
petition.
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Shortly before we began consider-
ation of the trade bill, Senator BorEN
and I introduced an amendment which
contains all of the essential ingredi-
ents of campaign finance reform but
minimizes the role of public financing.
It is therefore, in terms of real reform,
a bottom-line position. The amend-
ment has the following major fea-
tures:

It retains aggregate PAC contribu-
tion limits, computed as they were in
S.2

It establishes voluntary spending
limits and limits on the use of person-
al wealth.

It contains no public financing for
Senate General elections so long as
candidates abide by the voluntary
spending limits.

It establishes incentives for candi-
dates to abide by those spending limits
by making only those candidates eligi-
ble for preferential postage rates and
lowest unit broadcasting time rates,
and by providing that candidates who
exceed the voluntary spending limits
will trigger compensating payments to
opponents who have agreed to remain
within those limits.

It assures that candidates who are
targeted by independent expenditures
against them or for their opponents
will be able to respond effectively, by
increasing the primary spending limits
of participating candidates when such
expenditures are made during the pri-
mary period, and by providing a com-
pensating payment to participating
candidates when such expenditures
are made during the general election
period.

If Congress should enact and the
States ratify a constitutional amend-
ment permitting Congress to set
spending limits, all public finance pro-
visions of S. 2 would be dropped, but
the spending limits set by the bill
would become the spending limits for
the constitutional amendment.

Finally, the very slight potential
cost of this legislation is more than
fully offset by ending the preferential
mailing rates for political parties. In
effect, the amendment, as it now is
drawn, will result in no net cost to the
Federal budget—and quite possibly
could result in a reduction in the Fed-
eral budget deficit if all candidates live
within the spending limits for their
States. But the most important point
is that it sets in place vital reforms to
our present campaign finance system.

It will be most unfortunate if narrow
partisanship, which in fact is mistaken
partisanship, deters us from putting
our own house in order. During the
past few weeks Senator Boren and
other Senators have sought out col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, in-
cluding the distinguished Republican
leader. We are hopeful that these ef-
forts will result in sufficient votes for
cloture so that we can proceed to con-
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sideration of amendments to the bill
and ultimately its enactment.

Mr. President, I have referred to var-
ious editorials which appeared on the
subject of the Senatorial Election
Campaign Act. I ask unanimous con-
sent that those editorials be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edito-
rials were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Bluefield (WV) Daily Telegraph,
June 19, 1987]
TIME TO STOP STALLING: SEND PACSs PACKING

Most governmental scandals involve
broken laws. But in the case of congression-
al campaign financing, the laws are the
seandal,

And at the heart of that scandal are the
political action committees—or PACs, as
they're generally called—which poured
more than $130 million into 1986's congres-
sional races, a six-fold increase from a
decade ago.

The Senate is debating—or, to be more ac-
curate, is trying to debate in the face of a
Republican filibuster—S. 2, a bill sponsored
by Senator Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd,
D-W.Va., and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla.,
which would curtail the scandalous influ-
ence of special-interest money in congres-
sional elections.

As Archibald Cox, the former special pros-
ecutor in the Watergate affair, has pointed
out, this deluge of special-interest money
“creates the image—if not the reality—that
Congress is becoming populated with legis-
lative Ivan Boeskys, pursuing a political
brand of insider trading in which the cur-
rency is public policy."”

It's time to end the congressional cam-
paign financing scandal.

It's time for Senate Republicans to join
with their Democratic colleagues in limiting
the amount of PAC money a congressional
candidate can accept.

It's time to establish a voluntary system
of spending limits and partial public finane-
ing.

It’s time to enact S. 2.

[From the Charleston (WV) Gazette, July 8,
871

CasH CORRUPTION

Senate Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd,
D-W.Va., waged a valiant fight for S. 2, the
Byrd-Boren campaign finance reform bill to
end the cash corruption of Congress. But
Senate Republicans—fearful of losing their
bllglmoney edge—filibustered him to a stand-
still.

The heart of Byrd's plan is public financ-
ing of congressional campaigns, the same
system used in presidential races. To obtain
public funds, a candidate would have to
accept severe limits on total campaign
spending. (This is the only way limits can be
imposed, since the Supreme Court has re-
jected direct ceilings.)

When Byrd's plan first was introduced,
Minority Leader Robert Dole, R-Kan.,
promised there would be no GOP resistance.
The Republicans did a turnaround, saying
they can't tolerate use of taxpayer money
for campaigns. This is baloney, because
GOP presidential candidates have accepted
$127 million of taxpayer money for cam-
paigns since 1976.

Now Byrd and Boren have drafted an in-
genious substitute. It requires candidates to
accept voluntary ceilings—and, if one vio-
lates the limit in an attempt to buy an elec-
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tion, his opponent is given public funds plus
lower mailing rates and other benefits, If
both candidates honor the ceiling, no tax
funds would enter a campaign.

Byrd's substitute is expected to come up
for a Senate vote this week. We hope it suc-
ceeds, because eradication of the special-in-
terest cash cesspool is desperately needed.

It reform is beaten again, here's a possible
strategy:

The president is eager for Senate confir-
mation of right-wing ideologue Robert Bork
to the Supreme Court. Byrd should specify
that the Bork nomination will be considered
after an election cleanup bill is passed and
signed into law.

[From the Charleston (WV) Daily Mail,

July 11, 19871

PAC REFORM

Spending limits, not public financing, are
at the heart of the latest campaign finance
bill pending in the U.S. Senate.

The bill deserves a look, It is not perfect,
but it is a better defense against those who
believe in spending as much as possible, and
then some, to literally buy their way into
office.

The new Boren-Byrd bill relies on the
original measure’s voluntary tax checkoff to
generate funds. But the money will be made
available only in races in which one of the
candidates exceeds a voluntary spending
limit. The candidate accepting the spending
limit will be able to draw on the public
funds, but only in sums to match his oppo-
nent's spending.

Senators who have joined in the filibuster
against the original bill were rightfully con-
cerned about tax dollars being used to sup-
port political candidates. But if they can get
a guarantee that the funds used to finance
campaigns can be covered from a voluntary
tax check-off system, their doubts should be
allayed.

As Oklahoma Sen. David Boren says,
those who continue to oppose campaign fi-
nance reform must explain why “it is good
for Congress to spend more and more time
raising millions of campaign dollars; that it
is good for challengers to be increasingly
closed out of the system; that it is good for
business and labor groups and their repre-
sentatives to be increasingly victimized by
escalating fund-raising requests; and finally,
that it is good to allow even the appearance
that the most important offices of public
trust in our country are being placed on the
auction block."”

Boren is not using hyperbole. The average
cost of winning a Senate seat last year was
$3 million. To raise that amount in his or
her six-year Senate term, a senator must
beg or borrow $10,000 a week.

And the costs keep climbing. In 12 years,
the average Senate race could cost $15 mil-
lion.

It's time for candidates to return to stand-
ing on their records and qualifications,
rather than mounds of cash.

[From the Charleston (WV) Daily Mail,

June 23, 1987]

CaMpPaIGN REFORM

Rejecting the notion that Republicans
should be taxed to support Democratic con-
gressional candidates and vice versa, the
GOP minority in the U.S. Senate has fili-
bustered a critical campaign spending bill
all month.

As Texas Sen. Phil Gramm says, taxpayer
financing of congressional campaigns is an
idea “totally alien to American democracy.”
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Two features of this legislation to curb
the excesses of political action committees
and the ever-rising cost of political cam-
paigns, however, do make sense. Both sides
of the aisle should join in instituting a vol-
untary tax checkoff scheme for interested
voters, similar to that used now for presi-
dential races.

The funds thus raised probably will not
equal the estimated $500 million proposed
for campaigns in the House and Senate, but
it would be a start toward halting the “aris-
tocracy of the moneybag,” as Carlyle says.

Candidates who spurn the voluntary
spending caps under this checkoff-financed
system would find themselves accused of
trying to buy their way into office.

The other reform that deserves a Senate
vote is a limit on contributions from PACs.
Rep. Jim Leach of Iowa captures the impor-
tance of this and other moves to dilute the
impact of PACs:

“If the trend toward more expensive races
... is not curbed, individuals elected to
Congress will increasingly become indebted
to either big business or big labor.”

That surely will destroy American democ-
racy.

[From the Fairmont (WV) Times-West
Virginian, June 19, 19871
CampaIGN REFORM BILL DESERVES A CHANCE

A campaign reform bill that would bring
sweeping and necessary changes to congres-
sional elections is now being considered by
the U.S. Senate.

Unfortunately that bill, as of this writing,
is bottled up in a filibuster as Republicans
are objecting, Democratic senators, led by
Majority Leader Robert Byrd, have been
trying for the last week to break the filibus-
ter in order for the bill to proceed.

We hope that they succeed in that task
with the bill largely intact, because we
firmly believe that the measure would bring
much-needed reforms to the spiraling cost
of campaigns and influence of political
action committees, better known as PACs.

The bill being considered now would pro-
vide a voluntary system of state-by-state
candidate spending limits coupled with a
partial system of federal financing provided
by income tax return check-offs similar to
those now used to fund presidential elec-
tions.

It would also put limits on how much
could be financed through large contribu-
tions such as those customarily made by
PACs to candidates.

We agree wholeheartedly with the senti-
ments expressed by Sen. David Boren of
Oklahoma, the main sponsor of the bill.
“We must not let party politics stand in the
way,”" he said Tuesday. '“This is not a Re-
publican problem. It is not a Democratic
problem, It is an American problem. It is
clear something is wrong.”

Senate Republicans have said they will
fight any campaign bill that contains limits
on campaign spending or provides taxpayer
financing, jolting hopes that the bill will be
approved in any thing close to its present
form.

Byrd has contended, and we agree, that
the GOP opposition is basically to the
spending limits. “If we're entertaining no-
tions that we can have reforms without limi-
tations on campaign expenditures and the
PAC contributions, we're kidding outselves,”
he said. “The real problem is that of putting
limits on campaign spending.’

We would hope that some Senate Republi-
cans would think the issue through and vote
for an end to the filibuster so that the main
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bill ean be voted on. Such a serious issue de-
serves at least that chance for approval.
[From the Huntington (WV) Herald
Dispateh, July 9, 19871

REVISED APPROACH TO PuBLICc FINANCING

On June 3, the Senate began consider-
ation of S. 2, a campaign finance reform bill
which would put limits on contributions to
Senate candidates by political action com-
mittees and establish overall campaign
spending limits tied to a system of public fi-
nancing,

Led by Minority Leader Robert Dole, R-
Kan., most Senate Republicans have been
conducting a filibuster for the past month,
blocking Senate action on the measure.

The most controversial aspect of S. 2—in-
troduced on the first day of the 100th Con-
gress by Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd, D-
W.Va., and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla.—has
been its pubic financing provision. A
number of the bill's opponents have cited
public financing as the principal stumbling
block preventing them from supporting it.

Now, in an effort to break the GOP fili-
buster, Byrd and Boren have unveiled a pro-
posed substitute for S. 2 which is designed
to meet the objections to public financing.

The new proposal establishes a system of
state-by-state campaign spending limits
where no public funds would be provided to
the candidates in a general election as long
as they both agreed to abide by the spend-
ing limits. However, if one candidate decided
not to participate and made campaign ex-
penditures in excess of the spending limit
for his state, this would trigger public funds
for his (or her) opponent.

As the Washington Post has aptly put it, a
candidate would receive public dollars “only
if he agreed to abide by the spending limits

. and his opponent did not. The public
money would be only an insurance policy."”

In addition to this “insurance policy,” a
candidate who agreed to the spending limits
would receive lower mailing rates and other
benefits. (This apparently would satisfy the
Supreme Court’s ruling that in order to es-
tablish a system of campaign spending
limits, public benefits must be provided.)

Byrd and Boren's new proposal trans-
forms the fight over campaign spending
into a whole new ball game, With it, the two
lawmakers have sent opponents of S. 2 a
strong signal that they're more than willing
to meet them halfway. The key question
now is whether the Senate is willing to
resist partisan pressures and set aside ob-
structionist tactics in order to act in the na-
tion’s best interests by enacting effective
campaign finance reform.

[From the Huntington (WV) Herald
Dispatch, July 3, 19871

CampalcN FinanciNG NEeps REFORMS Now

There's been considerable attention fo-
cused on a Senate campaign finance reform
bill offered by Senate Majority Leader
Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., and Sen. David
Boren, D-Okla.,, that's currently being
roadblocked by Senate Republicans. But
even though it's the Senate fight that's
been getting the headlines, it's equally im-
portant that the House, too, act on the cam-
paign finance issue.

A logical starting point for action in the
House is a measure introduced by Reps.
Tony Coelho, D-Calif., Mike Synar, D-OKla.,
and Jim Leach, R-Iowa, on June 18.

The Coelho-Synar-Leach bill would estab-
lish a voluntary system of overall spending
ceilings and limits on the use of personal
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wealth in campaigns, along with partial
public financing for House general election
campaigns. And—importantly—it would
limit the total amount of political action
committee contributions a congressional
candidate can accept.

The problem is clear. Excessive campaign
spending and the increasingly large role
being played by the free-spending PACs
have served to sharply undermine public
confidence in the integrity of Congress.

The current Congress may not be “the
best money can buy”—but it clearly looks
that way to more and more disillusioned
voters.

The need for comprehensive campaign
reform is more urgent today than ever
before. The current congressional campaign
finance system is a scandal and disgrace.

Indeed, in this, the Bicentennial year of
the U.S. Constitution, there are few, if any,
needs facing Congress that are more impor-
tant than that for comprehensive campaign
finance reform. We urge the House and
Senate to join in early passage of this vital
legislation.

[From the Huntington (WV) Herald-
Dispatch, June 19, 19871
TIME TO STOP STALLING: SEND PAC's
PACKING

Most governmental scandals involve
broken laws. But in the case of congression-
al campaign financing, the laws are the
scandal.

And at the heart of that scandal are the
political action committees—or PACs, as
they're generally called—which poured
more than $130 million into 1986’s congres-
sional races, a sixfold increase from a
decade ago.

The Senate is debating—or, to be more ac-
curate, is trying to debate in the face of a
Republican filibuster—S. 2, a bill sponsored
by Senate Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd,
D-W.Va., and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla.,
which would curtain the scandalous influ-
ence of special-interest money in congres-
sional elections.

As Archibald Cox, the former special pros-
ecutor in the Watergate affair, has pointed
out, this deluge of special-interest money
“creates the image—if not the reality—that
Congress is becoming populated with legis-
lative Ivan Boeskys, pursuing a political
brand of insider trading in which the cur-
rency is public policy.”

It's time to end the congressional cam-
paign financing scandal.

It's time for Senate Republicans to join
with their Democratic colleagues in limiting
the amount of PAC money a congressional
candidate can accept.

It's time to establish a voluntary system
of spending limits and partial public finane-
ing.

It's time to enact S. 2.

[From the Huntington (WV) Herald-
Dispatch, June 15, 19871

CAMPAIGN SPENDING SHOULD BE CURBED

One of the most important issues facing
the 100th Congress is reform of the way
congressional campaigns are financed.

As the Washington Post has said, the
present congressional finance system ‘“is
fundamentally corrupt. Every citizen knows
that. So does every legislator.”

Now the Senate has an opportunity to ad-
dress this national scandal. A campaign
reform bill, S-2, sponsored by Senate Major-
ity Leader Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., has been report-
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ed to the floor by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee

Commenting when 5-2 was introduced on
the very first day of the current session,
Senate Minority Leader Robert Dole, R-
Kan., said, “T would only indicate that it is a
matter that I feel should be addressed. . . .
I do not believe there will be any effort to
stall any such legislation.” And yet that's
exactly what some Senate Republicans ap-
parently intend to do.

Using the filibuster and other obstruction-
ist tactics to delay reform of the congres-
sional finance system is a clear attempt by
some Senators to evade their responsibility.

S-2 or something very much like it is a
“must” if any common sense is to be re-
stored to the way congressional campaigns
are financed.

Two provisions are essential to any mean-
ingful, comprehensive legislation to reform
the current system: overall spending limits
and limits on the total amount of political
action committee contributions a candidate
can accept.

Both of these provisions are found in S-2.

The bill would establish a voluntary
system of spending limits, as well as limits
on the use of personal wealth, tying these to
partial public funding. The bill also would
place aggregate limits on the amount of
PAC contributions a candidate may accept.
If this provision had been in effect in the
1986 election, total PAC contributions to
Senate candidates would have been cut by
two-thirds—from $45 million to $16 million.

The need for comprehensive campaign
spending reform has never been more clear
or more urgent. As former Sen. Barry Gold-
water has said, “Unlimited campaign spend-
ing eats at the heart of the democratic

process. . . . Our nation is facing a crisis of
liberty if we do not control campaign ex-
penditures.”

The time is long past due for Congress to
address this dangerous problem.

[From the Morgantown (WV) Dominion-
Post, June 9, 1987]

THE AUCTION BLOCK

The success of campaign finance reform
at the congressional level will depend upon
whether or not the various forces at work
within the legislative body can effect a con-
sensus that will provide a strong, compre-
hensive product.

The other day, during debate printed in
the Congressional Record, there was general
agreement upon five principles for real cam-
paign finance reform. They are:

First: The arms race in campaign spending
must be halted.

We need firm and realistic spending limits
for federal candidates, and we must close
the loopholes that allow surrogate spending
to make a mockery of current law.

Second: Those limits must apply to pri-
maries as well as general elections.

Third: We must dam the rivers of special
interest money that are flooding our candi-
dates and our parties.

That means tough restrictions on political
action committees, including steps to ensure
that, once limited, PAC money does not pop
up somewhere else under some other name,
Soft money, bundling, and independent ex-
penditures must also be cut back.

Fourth: The only realistic way to achieve
these goals is to adopt public financing of
federal elections.

That is how we took presidential elections
off the auction block in the 1970s, and it is
time to do the same for Congress in the
1980s.
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We are mindful that President Reagan
himsell took public financing in his presi-
dential campaigns. It was not mandatory
that he do so. He did not express at that
time a resentment or suggest that Congress
was acting illegally in ensuring that there
were going to be public funds available for
the funding of the presidential campaigns.

Fifth: The net impact of our proposals
must be to encourage, not discourage, par-
ticipation by ecitizens, both as candidates
and as campaigners. Campaign reform must
not become an exercise in incumbent protec-
tion.

We must not impose entry barriers which
are unrealistic or constrain parties from en-
couraging citizens Lo be involved.

These, it seems to us, provide the kind of
guidelines that we need. Citizens who feel
strongly about campaign finance reform of
congressional elections need to let their rep-
resentatives know,

[From the Allentown (PA) Morning Call,

June 11, 1987]
CampaIGNs: NEw MopDeEL NEEDED

Not so long ago it was a widely held belief
that in a demoecratic society long periods of
governance were interrupted by a fine-
tuning process known as elections. But that
belief has been a fiction in American politics
for decades. The fact of political life in
today’'s America is that for the most part
our political leaders are engaged in a contin-
uous political campaign. No sooner are the
victors of November rejoicing over their vic-
tory than they start fattening up the war
chest for their next campaign. In the case of
members of the House of Representatives
(who serve two-year terms), their round-the-
clock campaigns only end with death, defeat
or retirement.

Aside from the detrimental effect that
this divided attention has upon the primary
job of legislators—legislating—their continu-
ous preoccupation for money grubbing pro-
duces a malaise in the body politic and an
apathetic electorate. The campaigns are too
long and too costly. The experience of Gary
Hart provides an example of the direct link
between the length of campaigns and their
cost.

Before Mr. Hart declared his willingness
to move into the Oval Office in 1989, his
1983-84 presidential campaign was still $1.3
million in the red. Unperturbed, the former
senator expected to be given $900,000 in tax-
payer money for his new campaign, some of
which he would use to help pay his debtors
from his last campaign. However, the Feder-
al Election Commission nixed that request
because Mr. Hart dropped out of the cam-
paign before he got around to filing for the
money. Any appeal by Hart should fall on
deaf ears. As we argued before in this space,
no presidential candidate should qualify for
taxpayer money until all previous campaign
debts have been honored. Bankrupts (a
name Mr. Hart may assume) need not apply.

Closer to home, the campaign finance pic-
ture is little brighter. Pennsylvania candi-
dates for U.S. House and Senate seats in
1986 received a record $7.5 million from po-
litical action committees. These candidates
spent a record $21.3 million in their election
efforts. In 1980, the cost of these campaigns
was $7.2 million—$2 million less than Sena-
tor Arlen Specter and his challenger, Bob
Edgar, spent in last year's senatorial battle.

There are two ways to break the back of
interminable campaigns and their multimil-
lion-dollar price tags. The first is to limit
the length of campaigns—almost an impos-
sibility in our system. The second possibili-
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ty—campaign-finance reform—though, is
possible. That is if the politicians will it.
Right now, Senate Republicans have bottled
up a bill that would provide public financing
of Senate campaigns—an improvement over
the present vested-interest-financed cam-
paign.

In the meanwhile, those Americans who
suffer from domestic political campaign fa-
tigue can direct their attention to Western
Europe. There is a great deal to recommend
the dispatch with which the European par-
liamentary democracies order their election
process. Flor example, today millions of Brit-
ons will go to the polls to elect a govern-
ment. It is a process that was last played out
in 1983. Then, as now, the campaign was
limited to three weeks.

If the purpose of a national election is to
elect a national government, then the short-
est time practicable to accomplish this is
preferable. This would allow the govern-
ment to do what it's expected to do—
govern—and not have its members constant-
ly occupied with raising money and spend-
ing time on the next election. So far the
politicians who control the political process
of campaign reform have shown little inecli-
nation to mend their ways. Although this is
not surprising, it is disappointing. If the Eu-
ropean election model fails to attract our
politicians, at least they could make the
effort to devise a streamlined American
model.

[From the Astoria, (OR) Daily Astorian,
June 24, 19871

SUBSTANTIAL BEGINNING

The debate in the United States Senate
regarding campaign financing has produced
no surprises. Senators are reluctant to give
up an arrangement that serves them well,
but they know they must. They cannot
avoid confronting the hard facts that cam-
paigns for the Senate cost too much and
that the candidates must depend too much
on special interests for the funding of their
campaigns.

Major reform is proposed by two Demo-
crats, Sen. David Boren of Oklahoma and
Sen. Robert Byrd of West Virginia. They
have 47 co-sponsors. They would use limited
public financing of congressional campaigns
as it is used in presidential campaigns. They
would tie this to a limitation on how much
political action committees could contribute
singly or in groups to an individual candi-
date.

The U.S. Supreme Court has ruled that
limits can be placed on campaign spending
and contributions only if accompanied by a
system of public finance.

Republican senators, led by Bob Pack-
wood, would prohibit all direct PAC contri-
butions to candidates. But they would
permit PACs to make contributions to polit-
ical parties. Of course the parties would
send the money on to candidates.

If you accept the theory that a sinner
knows best how to cope with sin, Sen. Pack-
wood has imposing credentials. He raised a
huge amount of money—much more than
he was able to spend—to get re-elected.
Much of it came from PACs. Charging lob-
byists $5,000 to have breakfast with him
handsomely benefited Packwood.

The proposal which Packwood espouses
would not get a handle on congressional
campaign finance for it really wouldn't
change anything. The Boren-Bird plan
wouldn't entirely clean up an arrangement
that is begging for reform but it would
make a substantial beginning.
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[From the Athens (TX) Daily Review, June
5, 19871
As WE SEE I1: CoNGRESS PONDERS ITs OWN
“FILTHY LUCRE™

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the
amount of time it takes to raise that money.
Chief among them is Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va.,, who com-
plains that his colleagues are spending so
much time trying to raise campaign funds
that they have no time for Senate business.
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-
sponsors of legislation to curb political
action committees (PACs) and limit cam-
paign spending.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
‘We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the Augusta (ME) Kennebec
Journal, June 16, 19871

CampaicN RErorM NEEDs GOP BoosTt

The good news is that reform of congres-
sional campaigns, with their vicious televi-
sion commercials and exorbitant cost, is pos-
sible this year. The bad news is that the
debate is proceeding along partisan lines,
with Senate Democrats almost unanimously
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in favor of a public financing plan, and Re-
publicans opposed.

The Senate is fertile ground for reform.
Most senators are simply sick and tired of
spending much of their time hounding po-
tential contributors for the millions of dol-
lars it takes to win a Senate seat these days.
With contribution limits more or less ruled
out by a 1976 Supreme Court decision,
public financing—as in presidential races—is
the obvious alternative.

Yet the Republicans are balking. In recent
years, they have piled up a huge fundraising
advantage over Democrats, and are relue-
tant to yield that edge.

The effect on attitudes is apparent. The
party-line consensus is clearer on this issue
than perhaps any other, even such “litmus
test” votes as aid to Contras. On a motion to
limit debate on the Byrd-Boren bill, every
Democrat but three voted yes, and every
Republican bul two voted no. (Maine's
George Mitchell (D) voted yes and William
Cohen (R) voted no.)

Republican senators, anxious to avoid
being labelled as defenders of the deplora-
ble status quo, have offered various alterna-
tive bills, none of which, however, is a seri-
ous attempt to clean up the situation. Limit-
ing contributions by political action commit-
tees has been tried and has failed. Allegedly
“independent” spending in support of a can-
didate has multiplied and made a mockery
of the existing PAC limits. Only by capping
the overall costs of campaigns, and using
partial public financing—with candidates
matching the amount from taxpayers—will
we ever stop auctioning seats to the highest
bidder. :

If that last statement seems harsh, consid-
er the number of incumbent senators—and
unsuccessful aspirants—who ran for the
office almost solely on the basis of their pri-
vate wealth. The majority of current sena-
tors are millionaires—not exactly represent-
ative of the American people. And a majori-
ty—even from small states such as Maine—
spent more than a million dollars in their
most recent campaign.

How to break the partisan deadlock? Per-
haps offer a sweetener for the GOP, allow-
ing increased contributions from national
party headquarters.

But in the end, the Republicans must ask
themselves this question: is their demon-
strated fundraising clout really an advan-
tage when the average voter is disgusted by
the excesses of campaigning with the buy-
and-sell atmosphere and the television com-
mercials, repeated hourly, appealing to ev-
eryone’s worst instinets?

Sen. Cohen, we hope, will change his mind
and vote to end the filibuster, and then for
campaign reform.

[From the Bakersfield (CA) Californian,

June 29, 19871

YAcKETY, YACKETY, YAacK!

When is a debate not a debate? When it's
a debate, of course. In the looking-glass
world of congressional politics that absurdi-
ty makes sense, even if the phenomenon it
describes does not.

52 is a bill by Senate Majority Leader Sen.
Robert C. Byrd of West Virginia and Sen.
David Boren, D-Okla., supported by
Common Cause. It is a comprehensive feder-
al campaign finance-reform measure. It is
separate from a state initiative dealing with
many of the same issues sponsored by a
similarly named group, California Common
Cause.

That there is a need for reform is almost
unarguable. According to federal figures, in
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the last 10 years, U.S. Senate campaign
costs guintupled—at one point doubling in
two years!

At the present rate of increase, a person
who next year wins a U.S. Senate seat will
have to raise more than $1,300 every day
(including Saturdays, Sundays and holi-
days) for the entire six-year term to finance
his reelection campaign—and that is with
the incumbent’s advantage!

Those projections are based on average
national costs, which usually are less than
California’s, so the seat now held by Pete
Wilson, which will be contested then, will be
at prices predictably higher. Incredibly, in
the following term, increases will continue,
quadrupling again over the present quintu-
pled costs.

Aside from disproportionate inflation in
the cost of politics compared to all other in-
flation components as a problem is the
source of the money.

Contributions from special-interest politi-
cal action committees—ironically envisioned
as a Watergate-era campaign reform—are
increasing faster than campaign costs. That
means that contributions from individuals
and groups within a district are becoming
proportionately less of a candidate's war
chest and interest.

To mitigate drawbacks, many solutions
have been suggested. Naturally, there is dis-
agreement on such issues as public financ-
ing, the so-called “millionaire's loophole™
(the ability to use one’s own money in a
campaign without limit), mandated TV ad
rates, etc.

Opponents of S2 have begun a filibuster—
a non-stop debate—literally not letting the
other guy get a word in edgewise: no mean-
ingful give-and-take debate, no votes, no so-
lution, no end to it.

Thus, we have the world’s greatest delib-
erative body—as the Senate likes to bill
itself—crippling itself.

It does not matter what side one takes on
this issue. The issue does not even matter in
the larger sense.

What matters is that despite the heroism
with which filibusterers characterize them-
selves—voting and civil rights, Vietnam, fair
housing and states rights are issues that
come to mind that were subjects of a filibus-
ter—it essentially is an undemocratic proce-
dure designed to stifle the expression of dif-
fering points of view and votes on them.

The Senate should cease demonstrating
the antithesis of all it thinks it stands for.
Filibusterers should have the courage to
allow a vote up or down on S2's considerable
merits and amendments that may be offered
as compromise solutions to some of its prob-
lems.

If senators don't deserve this basic courte-
sy of democracy, citizens do.

[From the Bangor (ME) Daily News, June
18, 19871

CAMPAIGN FINANCING

Senate Democrats and Republicans are
haggling over competing campaign finance
reform plans in what is described as the best
opportunity in years to get things changed.
They should get together and design mean-
ingful bipartisan reform. It's about time.

The campaign-financing problem is not
that politicians are accepting bribes in brief-
cases. Rather, they're openly accepting
huge campaign contributions from special
interest groups, which, in effect, buy access
to their offices, and drive up the cost of
campaigning by quantum leaps. Frequently,
the money comes from wealthy out-of-state
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organizations representing narrow special-
interest groups, not local folks.

The impact is evident:

Senate winners in 1986 spent an average
of $3 million, five times higher than a
decade previously. During the same period,
Senate PAC donaticns increased by a factor
of nine.

Meanwhile, almost half the members of
the U.S. House of Representatives got half
of their money from PACS in 1986 (both of
Maine's representatives received less), with
the vast majority of the funds going to in-
cumbents.

The Democrats’ plan, co-sponsored by
Sen. George J. Mitchell, makes a compre-
hensive stab at serious reform. It asks candi-
dates to place a lid on their campaign ex-
penditures, and to further limit their take
from the political action committees. In
return, they get public funding for a portion
of their expenses, the limit depending on
the voting population in their states. The
system is voluntary, and it conforms to U.S.
Supreme Court rulings.

In Maine, Senate candidates would be able
to raise $190,950 from PACs, and spend up
to $950,000 overall. Compare that to the
1984 Senate election in which Sen. William
S. Cohen raised $417,657 in PAC money and
spent $1,007,359 overall. Or compare it to
the 1982 election in which Sen. George J.
Mitchell raised $562,253 in PAC money and
spent $1,208,026.

The new limits obviously would mean can-
didates would have to raise more money
from the grassroots, and spend less on slick
TV spots and other high-tech gimmicks.
The new limits would slow the rise in cam-
paign costs. And, most important, they
would lessen the perception that politicians
are being bought off by special interests.

The Republican alternatives don’t deal
with reform in as comprehensive a way. For
example, they rule out spending limits on
the premise they would favor incumbents,
who are already much better known than
challengers. This is not whal has occurred
with public financing of presidential cam-
paigns, however. Since 1976, two of the first
three challengers to incumbent presidents
won their elections.

One of the Republicans bills purports to
ban PAC spending altogether, but it leaves a
big loophole in the practice of “bundling.”
That occurs when PACs channel individ-
uals' checks to candidates in a way that
doesn’t count toward the PACs' own dona-
tion limit. Such a half-hearted approach to
change is unacceptable.

Public financing would be paid for by dou-
bling the campaign income-tax checkoff
from $1 to $2. The $50 million price tag for
a cleaner campaign system would be rela-
tively cheap. As Common Cause Chairman
Archibald Cox points out, that's less than
what Congress spends on military bands.
How much is too much to clean up Con-
gress' image, and slow down the rise in cam-
paign costs?

[From the Boston (MA) Globe, July 5, 1987]
CAMPAIGN-FINANCE CURBS

The U.S. Senate spent much of last month
debating 8. 2, the Senatorial Election Cam-
paign Act of 1987, which would provide
public funds for willing Senate candidates
and limit political action committee money
for all.

The Senate has spent time on the issue
largely because the majority leader, Sen.
Robert C. Byrd (D-W.Va.), believes that
“our electoral system is in crisis and badly
in need of overhaul.”
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The minority leader, Sen. Bob Dole (R-
Kan.), believes that the Republican Party,
as it approaches the post-Reagan era, will
be in crisis if its ability to spend money is
limited. He has supported a filibuster
against S. 2 with some lame rhetoric: “Why
are we not addressing soft money? What
about all the phone banks that organized
labor uses in Democratic campaigns?”

Dole complains that “Putting on a cam-
paign-expenditure limit is, in effect, putting
a brake on our growth in certain parts of
the country.” Can Republican ideas flourish
only regionally? Dole insists that “we are
not trying to drive true volunteers off the
political scene,” but big money fuels big con-
sultant fees and consultants find volunteers
a nuisance.

Sen. Phil Gramm (R-Texas) says, “There
is something very un-American about the
whole approach” to public funds. It was not
un-American when President Reagan agreed
to accept voluntary limits in 1980 and 1984.
The president obviously thinks that Repub-
lican ideas are strong enough to do without
millions in advertising fertilizer.

Dole—who will soon be accepting “un-
American” public funds for his presidential
campaign—has made this issue a partisan
test, along with Sen. Bob Packwood (R-Ore.)
and others who are ignoring the real
strengths of their own party.

Curbing big money was one of the final ef-
forts of Barry Goldwater before he retired
from the Senate. Goldwater, like Reagan,
had the courage of his convictions. Only two
Republicans, Sens. John H. Chafee of
Rhode Island and Robert T. Stafford of
Vermont, have voted to stop a filibuster
aimed at protecting their party’s money ad-
vantage. They are beginning to look wiser
each day.

[From the Boulder (CO) Daily Camera, July
7, 19871
LimiT CAMPAIGN SPENDING

Sponsors of a Senate bill aimed at con-
gressional campaign finance reform have of-
fered an alternate plan in an effort to shut
off a filibuster led by Senate Minority
Leader Robert Dole, R-Kan.

Noting that many senators have claimed
to be in favor of campaign spending reform
but have problems advocating public financ-
ing, sponsors, led by Sen. David Boren, D,
Okla., altered their proposal to restrict
publie finaneing to just the cases where can-
didates attempt to “buy” an election.

Sen. Dole and others blocking consider-
ation of the original S.B. 2 have repeatedly
said that they haven't heard a demand from
the folks back home for taxpayers to pick
up the cost of congressional campaigning.

Responding to the substance of the com-
plaint, Sen. Boren and Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., last week
proposed a compromise. The new proposal
would rely on campaign spending limits es-
tablished on the basis of population, and
would limit aggregate political action com-
mittee spending in each race.

Public financing would be provided only in
instances where candidates violate the legal
limits in an attempt to overwhelm their op-
ponents.

This is a serious compromise on the part
of the sponso2s of S.B. 2, in our epinion. It
removes a valid objection—that public fi-
nancing might add too much in new ex-
penses at a time when the most pressing
issue facing the country is the mounting na-
tional debt. Given a good-faith effort on the
part of those seeking office, the new reform
measure should cost very little. At the same
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time it would stop the runaway cost of cam-
paigning and end what has become a nation-
al scandal of PAC-controlled polities.

In a recent editorial, the Washington Post
pointed out that the average campaign for
the Senate now costs around $3 million.
That means that an incumbent has to raise
almost $10,000 a week for his entire term of
office Lo meet the competition. The Nation-
al Journal has reported that at the end of
1986, four Senate incumbents had raised $1
million each for their 1990 campaigns.
Three other incumbents had already raised
over $700,000 for their 1990 campaigns.

Surely the demands of such heavy money
raising cut into the quality of performance
in office. The Senate can end this treadmill
of wasted effort by voting to end the filibus-
ter on campaign finance reform when it
comes up later this week, The bill's sponsors
have earned a full debate on the measure
with their new and better proposal.

[From the Bozeman (MT) Daily Chronicle,
June 23, 19871

Limit PAC INFLUENCE

SENATE CAMPAIGN BILL A GOOD STARTING POINT

Every so often Congress comes face-to-
face with its own self interests and the re-
sulting battles are typically severe and pro-
tracted.

That’s the case today as the U.S. Senate
wrestles with a bill designed to curb cam-
paign spending and reduce the influence of
organizations that dole out cash to their fa-
vorite politicians.

The bill would set wvoluntary spending
limits in Senate races and give Senate candi-
dates public campaign funds in return for
staying within those limits. The bill would
place a limit on the total amount of contri-
butions a candidate could receive from polit-
ical action committees, or PACs.

According to Common Cause, had the
Senatorial Election Campaign Act been law
during the 1986 Senate elections, PAC con-
tributions to candidates would have been
slashed from nearly $29 million to $10 mil-
lion.

If the bill had been law during the 1985-86
campaigns, Idaho Sen. Steve Symms would
have been allowed about $191,000 in PAC
contributions instead of the $1.36 million he
reportedly received.

The bill, in spirit, is a step in the right di-
rection and away from the ritual money
chasing that has become a hallmark of con-
gressional campaigns.

The hunt for PAC donations not only
gives incumbents a tremendous advantage
and sends campaign costs skyrocketing but
it encourages public suspicion about the
strings attached to such massive donations.

Although there is much lipservice sympa-
thy for the idea of lowering campaign costs
and reducing the potential for scandal, the
finance reform bill is being effectively
stalled by Senate Republicans.

One problem with the bill, eritics say, is
its use of public tax dollars for campaigning.
The money would be offered as an incentive
to candidates who voluntarily limit PAC re-
ceipts. There may be room for compromise
on that point—ecandidates could be given
mail privileges instead of cash, for in-
stance—but the use of some form of public
incentive to reduce PAC influence may be
necessary.

But the major GOP objection the cam-
paign finance bill has nothing to do with
tax dollars or public policy. The sticking
point is politics.
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The problem, Republican critics say, is
timing. Limits on campaign spending
couldn't come at a worse time for the GOP
minority which naturally wants no limits
placed on the amount of money it feels it
needs to spend to recapture control of the
Senate.

In effect, the proposed spending reforms
would give Democratic incumbents the
upper hand in keeping their majority. Re-
publicans argue. Would Democrats be so
willing to limit PAC contributions if they
were in the minority?

While there may be some short-term va-
lidity to the GOP complaint, that purely po-
litical argument could be used to effectively
kill any move to get campaign spending
under control. One party or another will
always be in the minority.

Congress has to start somewhere and now
is as good a time as any.

Only the most naive believe that money
has little influence on political decisions.
That influence must be controlled and the
Senatorial Election Campaign Act is a
worthwhile place to begin the job.

[From the Brookings (SD) Daily Register,

June 5, 19871

A Dus1ous DISTINCTION

This past fall, South Dakota finished first
in something, but it was a rather dubious
distinetion.

To get your vote in the race for the
Senate, Tom Daschle and Jim Abdnor com-
bined to spend more than $25 per vote, more
than double the previous per-vote spending
record set in 1984 in the race between Sen.
Jesse Helms and Gov. Jim Hunt in North
Carolina.

More than $7,000,000 was spent electing a
senator from South Dakota!

The Daschle-Abdnor confrontation was
only one example of how publie trust in our
election system is being undermined by big
money interests who invest huge sums of
money to curry favor with candidates.

It's understandable that voters are start-
ing to wonder if their candidates are being
bought and paid for by the special interests.

The process of raising and spending such
huge amounts of money is what was in ques-
tion this week as the Senate began debate
on a bill to limit campaign spending.

In a statement made in April, Daschle
said, “More than any other single facto2 it
is this almost unlimited funding that is a
problem. If we are ever to get a handle on
the multiple maladies that afflict our cam-
paign financing system, our very first step
must be to limit spending.”

That is what Senate Bill 2 is designed to
do. .

S-2 is the Senatorial Election Campaign
Act which was introduced by Sen. David
Boren, D-Okla,, and Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va. It's the first compre-
hensive campaign finance reform bill sent to
the full Senate since 1977.

The bill provides a system of public fi-
nancing for Senate elections. It would re-
quire candidates to limit their total spend-
ing in both the primary and general elec-
tions in return for being eligible to receive
public funds to finance their general elec-
tion campaigns.

In South Dakota, that limit would be
$950,000 on the general election per candi-
date and $636,500 in the primary.

That limit of $1.6 million is well under
half what both Daschle and Abdnor spent
in 1986.

That extra $2 million allowed the candi-
dates to go far beyond what was necessary
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to get their messages to the voters of South
Dakota. There was so much money in the
two campaigns that they almost couldn’'t
spend it all.

In the last few weeks, the money which
was burning a hole in the pockets of the
candidates was used to burn their opponents
with negative advertising,

The presence of big money throughout
the campaign created another problem for
the candidates. The candidates had to spend
an inordinate amount of 4ime trying to get
those big bucks into their coffers.

That meant hours and hours on the
phone and in meetings courting the big
money people. Now even the most naive
must wonder what promises had to be made
to get that money.

The second important part of 8-2 is a
limit on how much money a candidate can
accept from political action committees.

The limit in South Dakota would be
$190,950.

For example, if S-2 had been in effect
during the last election, the PAC receipts of
Daschle would have been cut a whopping
$971,000; for Abdnor, the cut would have
been equally dramatic at $892,000.

We don't need to spend $7 million to get
the message of candidates to the people of
South Dakota.

If we don't limit campaign spending soon,
what the voters of our state think won't
much matter anymore.—Doug Anstaett,
editor and publisher.

[From the Buffalo (NY) News, July 5, 19871

ConNGRESS SHOULD ADoPT ELECTION SPENDING
CURBS

A sorely needed measure to reform con-
gressional campaign financing is bogged
down in the Senate—thanks to filibustering
by misguided Republican opponents.

The bill, sponsored by Sen. David Boren,
D-Okla.,, and Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., is modeled on the
successful method of funding presidential
campaigns and would provide partial public
funding for Senate candidates who agree to
abide by voluntary spending limits.

It would also restriet the total amount of
money a candidate can accept from political
action committees (PACs) set up by a wide
assortment of special interest groups.

Public financing of campaigns has its
drawbacks, but it is the only practical way
of getting candidates to accept campaign
spending limits. The Supreme Court has
ruled out mandatory limits on campaign
spending as an unconstitutional infringe-
ment on the right of free speech, so any
limits must be voluntary.

The significant fact is that public funding
has worked very well in controlling spend-
ing and restraining the influence of private
money in presidential elections.

The need for a similar plan for congres-
sional campaigns is clear. The cost of these
campaigns has reached vast proportions,
and the growing dependency of candidates
on PAC dollars, in particular, ought to
alarm every citizen who recognizes the po-
tentially corrupting nature of special inter-
est financing.

Sen. Boren pointed out that the average
cost of a successful Senate campaign has
soared from $600,000 to more than $3 mil-
lion in just 10 years. One consequence, as he
noted, is that senators must spend more and
more of their time, not on representing
their constituents and working for the coun-
try, but simply on rising campaign funds.

‘At this rate,” said Boren, ‘‘a newly elect-
ed senator will have to raise more than
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$40,000 every single month of his or her six-
year term just to fund a re-election race in
1992

The surge in PAC contributions is no less
worrisome. Common Cause, a leading propo-
nent of campaign financing reform, stressed
that PAC contributions to Senate candi-
dates have grown from $5 million in 1976 to
$45 million last year. One out of four sena-
tors received $1 million in PAC funds.

There is no excuse for Congress to contin-
ue to hide from this problem. In the words
of Common Cause President Fred Werth-
eimer, the public financing bill now before
the Senate is fair legislation “that will limit
campaign spending and the undue influence
of political money in Congress while allow-
ing for competitive elections.”

Unless its supporters make their feelings
known, however, effective campaign reform
is likely to remain buried under an continu-
ing avalanche of special interest dollars.

[From the South Idaho Press, Burley, ID,
June 14, 1987]

ErrorT ON To Cut POWER oF PAC’s

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for reelection and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are cosponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign spend-
ing.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record



21966

$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation’s
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.
[From the Burlington Free Press,
Burlington, VT, June 16, 19871

DEeEmocrATs’ BiLL To BLUNT PAC's WORTH
PassiNG

Even in Vermont, where the cost of a seat
in the U.S. House or Senate is notoriously
low by national standards, entirely too
much money is being spent on political cam-
paigns.

Excessive spending is fueled by more and
more cash from political action committees,
or PACs. As the power of government to
regulate private interests has grown, so has
the appetite of those interests to win and
keep friends through judiciously distributed
campaign contributions.

For the first time in more than a decade,
Senate leaders appear to be serious about
campaign spending reform. Democrats have
written a bill worthy of passage not because
it is ideal, but because it goes about as far as
Congress can be expected to go on an issue
50 dear to every member’s heart,

The Democrats would offer public fund-
ing to any Senate candidate who accepts
spending limits, and would set a limit on
PAC contributions to candidates and nation-
al political parties.

Republicans complain the Democrats
want to pick the taxpayer's pocket to fi-
nance their own re-election and have
blocked action on the bill. But what have
the Republicans offered in return? Their
own proposals are mere tinkering with the
size of individual contributions.

Public financing might not be anybody's
first choice. But a U.S. Supreme Court
ruling has made mandatory spending limits
unconstitutional. Voluntary limits offering
the carrot of public funding seem to be best
remaining choice.

It could be argued, in fact, that the Demo-
crats didn't go far enough. Their proposal
would not so much reduce campaign spend-
ing, as put a limit on future increases.
(Under the proposed rules, a candidate
could still spend more than $8 million on a
campaign in California).

Nor would the bill necessarily work to an
incumbent’s advantage, at least in Vermont.
Here, the bill would limit each candidate to
about $1 million on the general election
(plus, another $650,000 in the primary).

Last year, Sen. Patrick Leahy, D-Vt., spent
$1.6 million defeating Republican Richard
Snelling (who spent $1.2 million). Leahy was
also much more dependent on the PACs,
which kicked in more than 40 percent of his
funding. The new law would limit him to 30
percent of the primary election spending
limit.

The cost of running for federal office in
the United States has doubled in the last 10
years. If the cost is not to double again, if
elections are not to be buried in an ava-
lanche of special interest money, if candi-
dates are not to spend more time talking to
out-of-state fundraisers than to their voters,
Congress must seize the opportunity offered
by the Democratic proposal.

[(From the Nevada Appeal, Carson City, NV,
July 2, 19871
ELEcTION FINANCE REFORM NEEDED

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance.
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It's not the Iran-Contra scandal or the
budget or trade strategy. It's money—cam-
paign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessa2ily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing.

In the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
public-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits.

The Supreme Court has ruled that there
must be some form of public benefits in
order to establish a system of voluntary
campaign-spending limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court.

If presidential elections are a reliable
guide, Senate Bill 2 will provide for competi-
tive elections. Neither party will be at a dis-
advantage.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster.

In doing so, they would be helping restore
the integrity of our representative form of
government.

(Appeal editorials are the opinions of the
newspaper's editorial board. All other opin-
ions expressed on the Opinion page are
those of the artist or author indicated.)

[From the Chandler (AZ) Arizonan, May 29,
19871

CampaiGN Finance REFORM DUE
The Senatorial Election Campaign Act
has cleared the Senate Rules Committee
but faces the roadblock of a Senate filibus-
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ter unless integrity wins out over greed in
the hearts of some members of the Senate.

The bill, known as the Boren-Byrd amend-
ment, would place overall voluntary spend-
ing limits on senatorial campaigns and
limits on the amount of political action com-
mittee contributions a candidate could
accept.

Among those in opposition to the cam-
paign finance reform act are such big-gun
PACs as the American Medical Association
and the National Association of Home
Builders.

Supporters of the legislation include the
American Association of Retired Persons
and the International Association of Chiefs
of Police.

Senate opposition already has set up a
ruse in the amendment introduced by Sen.
Todd Stevens, R-Alaska, It is campaign fi-
nance reform in name only, and contains
neither the spending limits nor the PAC
contribution limits.

PAC contributions to Senate candidates
have jumped from $5.4 million in the 1976
election to $45.7 million in the 1986 election.
In the 1976 election it took an average of
$610,000 to win a Senate race. In 1986 it
took $3 million.

Election campaigns are too expensive and
financed to too great a degree by PACs. The
Senatorial Election Campaign Act is long
overdue.

[From the Chillicothe (OH) Gazette, May
28, 19871

CamMPAIGN AcT NEEDED To CURE SPENDING

Money sets the world in motion, and poli-
ticians want all the action they can get.

Currently the full Senate has in its
hopper the Senatorial Election Campaign
Act which would put an overall spending
limit and limits on the total amount of Po-
litical Action Committee contributions a
candidate can accept.

The act, designated S. 2, has picked up
momentum, winning endorsements by 65
national organizations, the support of 49
senators—only two short of the majority
needed for passage—and according to a
Gallup Poll the approval of a majority of
the American people who feel campaign ex-
pense reform is long overdue.

So, what's the problem? Opponents vow to
block action on S. 2 by filibustering. To end
such a filibuster, 60 senators would have to
vote for cloture, and that means S. 2 is in
deep trouble.

The PACs, which invest millions in legisla-
tors to ensure favorable votes on their pet
projects, are not about to take reform lying
down. Without the leverage of virtually un-
limited cash contributions, the committees
would find their powers checked.

Congressional campaigning is costly; in
the last 10 years overall expenditures on
Senate races have increased fivefold from
$38.1 million in 1976 to $178.9 million in
1986.

The reform act would clamp a lid on such
outrageous spending. Candidates would be
required to agree to limit total spending in
both the primary and general election in
return for which they would be eligible for
public funds for the general election cam-
paigns.

The electorate has a right to expect its
senators and representatives to do the job
for which they presumably have been elect-
ed. That is to govern. Not be the puppets of
the money machines that churn out the
wherewithal needed to keep them on the
Congressional payroll.
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[From the Messenger, Clemson, SC, June 5,

CoNGRESS PONDERS

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W. VA., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign spend-
ing.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it’s reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress in the nation’s history,
the need for significant change is urgent.

Senate bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the Cleveland (OH) Plain Dealer,

June 23, 19871

THE MUGGING OF S2

Everybody agrees that Congress needs to
reform the system of financing campaigns.
So why are Senate Republicans opposing
that very effort? For three weeks (going on
four) they have stalled action on a bill that
would overhaul Senate campaign financing.
They haven't offered any meaningful alter-
natives; they haven't raised any credible ob-
jections; they haven't offered any improve-
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ments. It is said that they are filibustering
the bill, but they aren't. They're mugging it.

As written, the Senatorial Election Cam-
paign Act (52) would limit the total amount
of money a candidate could receive from po-
litical action committees. It also would
outlaw “bundling,” a loophole through
which PACs escape the $5,000 limit on their
donations by delivering personal checks
from PAC members. And it would establish
voluntary spending limits for Senate candi-
dates. As part of that voluntary limit, it
would offer public financing to candidates
who agree to the limits.

Arguments against the bill are difficult to
pin down, largely because they are difficult
to make. The Republican refrain has been,
simply, that public financing somehow is
bad. That sounds especially strange, howev-
er, when you consider that the man leading
the opposition is Sen. Robert Dole, who was
the grateful recipient of almost $450,000 in
public funds for his brief, 1980 presidential
campaign, and who recently received certifi-
cation for public funding for his 1988 cam-
paign.

Does public financing somehow skew elee-
toral return? Not so you'd notice. In 1976, a
Democrat beat an incumbent Republican. In
1980, a Republican beat an incumbent Dem-
ocrat. And in 1984, a Republican incumbent
was re-elected. Rather than distorting the
campaign process, public financing seems to
even it out. And if it's good enough for the
presidency, it should be good enough for the
Senate.

Despite the obvious absence of credible
reasoning, Republicans, have remained re-
morseless. Senate Majority Leader Robert
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, two Democrats
who are devoted to the idea of Senate cam-
paign finance reform, have thus been forced
to seek compromises. The one currently in
the works is sensible enough: Candidates
who agree to spending limits would receive
no public funds unless their opponent
spends beyond the limit. The incentive for
restraint is clear. What Senate hopeful
would want to trigger public funds for his
opponent? You can niggle about what the
formula for spending limits should be, and
how best to cap aggregate PAC contribu-
tions. But if Republicans agree with the
basic idea of spending limits and only object
to public finaneing, then this compromise is
indisputably fair.

The proliferation of political action com-
mittees and their shameless manipulation of
the limits of what they can contribute has
helped inflate campaign spending to nearly
impossible heights. In the last congressional
elections, 4,000 PACs contributed $130 mil-
lion to candidates. Reform is essential, and
the Byrd-Boren compromise, if worked out,
should satisfy every reasonable objection. If
Republicans continue to fight campaign
reform, they will only perpetuate and mag-
nify the common belief that the Senate is
available only to the highest bidders.

[From the Columbia (SC) Record, June 23,
1987]

HoLLiNGs—PAC BILL “"DAMNDEST
ARROGANCE"

The world's most famous (or is it infa-
mous?) deliberative body, the United States
Senate, has spent more than three weeks in
inconclusive, partisan wrangling over a fun-
damentally sound piece of legislation, one
which would bring about genuine campaign
reform. Five times proponents have sought
cloture to break a Republican-sparked fili-
buster and failed. It is time surely, to re-
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solve the impasse and send the bill to the
House.

The legislation, commonly called S.2, is
co-sponsored by 45 Democrats and two Re-
publicans. It establishes a system of volun-
tary public financing for Senate elections,
an extension of the check-off system now
provided on income tax returns for funding
presidential campaigns. Equally important,
the bill sharply restricts the amount of
money candidates can spend and accept
from political action committees (PACs). It
would allow Senate candidates to apply for
public funds if they meet certain require-
ments or restrictions. For example, they
would have to limit total general election
spending to a specific amount depending on
the population of the state.

It should come as no surprise that both
South Carolina Senators—Republican
Strom Thurmond and Democrat Ernest F.
“Fritz" Hollings—oppose the bill. Both have
been big PAC beneficiaries in past re-elec-
tion efforts. Thurmond received $549,000 in
PAC funds in 1984, and Hollings got
$£952,382 in 1986, Under the pending bill, the
aggregate PAC limit for the South Carolina
primary and general elections would be
$226,627.

Hollings calls the bill “the damndest arro-
gance I have seen around here.” He and
other critics of the bill claim the cost to tax-
payers could run as high as $500 million
every two years. Not so, argue the propo-
nents, who point to figures worked up by
the Federal Election Commission, the
agency which would administer the legisla-
tion and handle distribution of public funds
to Senatorial candidates. The commission
estimates the price tag in '88 at a relatively
modest $87.3 million.

There is an arrogance in the way this
nation conducts its political eampaigns. It
comes not from bills like S.2, It emanates in-
stead, from PACs whose monetary impact
on congressional candidates reached a
record $130 million in 86, more than 10
times the amount spent in 1974.

Two years ago, the Commission on Na-
tional Elections said public financing of
presidential elections “has clearly proved its
worth by opening up the process (and) re-
ducing undue influence of individuals and
groups.” S.2 is the next logical step.

[From the Cumberland (MD) News, Aug. 1,
19871

CampPAIGN CasH CONCERNS SENATE

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget or trade strategy. It’s money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limit and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.
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Senate Republicans don’'t necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress."

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
public-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections.
Neither party will be at a disadvantage.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.

CAMPAIGN FINANCING—SENATE REPUBLICANS

SHouLp END FILIBUSTER

Whether congressional candidates com-
pete on the basis of their ideas or on the
basis of their fund-raising abilities is likely
to be determined by what happens to a cam-
paign finance reform bill now tied up in the
U.S. Senate.

For more than a month, a Republican fill-
buster has blocked consideration of the
measure, which is aimed at reducing the in-
ordinate influence of special interest dona-
tions in congressional races and reining in
the huge amounts of money that candidates
need to spend in order to get elected.

Now, in an effort to end the filibuster,
Senate Democrats have offered a compro-
mise that addresses the concern that many
Republicans has expressed about the system
of public financing called for in the original
bill. No longer would senatorial candidates
be encouraged to use public money.

Under the proposed compromise, public fi-
nancing would become the exception rather
than the rule. A senatorial candidate would
be entitled to such money only when an op-
ponent exceeded the measure's suggested
spending limits.

That's reasonable. Those Republicans
who are committed to holding down spend-
ing in campaigns have no grounds for delay-
ing consideration of the important legisla-
tion any further, They should end their fili-
buster and allow a vote by the full Senate.
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Ten years ago, another filibuster killed
campaign finance reform legislation. Since
then, special interest donations have in-
creased from $5.4 million to $45.7 million,
and spending in Senate campaigns has
soared from $38.1 million to $178.9 million.
The nation simply cannot afford another
successful filibuster. -

The growing influence of special interest
groups in Congress threatens the public’s
fundamental right to set the legislative
agenda. And the rapidly climbing cost of
campaigning not only discourages many tal-
ented men and women from entering poli-
tics, it forces officeholders to spend too
much time raising money and to neglect
their paramount business of lawmaking.

The reform legislation now before the
Senate would attempt to restore the public's
faith in its elected officials by limiting the
overall amount of money a congressional
candidate could accept from special interest
groups and by encouraging Senate candi-
dates to abide by prescribed spending limits.

Contrary to what critics say, limiting what
candidates could spend would not punish
challengers and reward incumbents. If any-
thing, the present system of ever escalating
campaign expenditures is making it increas-
ingly difficult for challengers to raise
enough money to defeat incumbents.

The sooner the Senate can break its dead-
lock over campaign finance reform and ap-
prove some meaningful legislation, the
sooner it will ensure that congressional can-
didates devote their time to debating the
issues rather than soliciting funds. Further
delay only would add to the public’'s disdain.

[From the Dallas (TX) Times Herald, June
14, 19871
TiME To SEND PACs PAcKING

One of the top priorities of Congress
should be the reform of campaign financing,
which has become a disgrace through its
overdependence on political action commit-
tees. A bill now being debated in the U.S.
Senate would impose limits on the total con-
tributions allowed from PACs and provide
for publie financing of Senate campaigns.

The merits of this legislation are so appar-
ent that it has 44 sponsors. But a small
group of senators has promised to filibuster
the bill into oblivion. Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd is leading the effort to
stop the talkathons with a petition to limit
debate on the issue,

Neither senator from Texas can be count-
ed on where this issue is concerned.

Sen. Lloyd Bentsen, who scrapped his
$10,000-a-head, fat-cat breakfasts under
public pressure early this year, is having
trouble supporting the public-financing as-
pects of the legislation.

Sen. Phil Gramm, R-College Station,
voted against similar legislation introduced
last year by Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., who
refuses to accept any PAC contributions.
Sen. Gramm vehemently opposes using
public funds to pay for campaigns. The esti-
mated $50 million annual cost of public fi-
nancing for Senate races would be paid for
with a voluntary $1 tax checkoff. An over-
whelming majority of taxpayers already
have volunteered to pay the $1 per year for
presidential campaigns.

The current process is far more expensive
in terms of the valuable time allotted by
members of Congress to raising large contri-
butions from special-interests groups, the
bad legislation passed at the behest of those
groups and the hidden costs those special
interests pass on to taxpayers in the form of
industry tax breaks and consumer charges.
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Ultimately, every taxpayer and voter pays
for those PAC gifts.

Those who oppose the reform measure
should realize they are siding with what
Common Cause President Fred Wertheimer
calls a “fundamentally corrupt campaign fi-
nance system."

Each Senator’s stand on this issue reflects
his concern about the continuing loss of tax-
payer influence in the face of growing PAC
power, Voters should remember where each
senator stood on this issue at election time.

[From the Danbury (CT) News-Times, June
18, 19871

CAMPAIGN FINANCING

The U.S. Senate seems unable to move
forward on reforming the way campaigns
are financed, so strong is the lure of the big
bucks donated by political action commit-
tees.

Legislation now stuck in the Senate would
limit the total amount of PAC money any
congressional candidate could accept and
would establish 4 voluntary system of
spending limits, together with partial public
financing, in Senate races.

The bill would create a new world for con-
gressional candidates, ending their depend-
ence on wealthy special interest groups and
giving challengers a better opportunity to
compete with the incumbents who attract
most of the PAC money.

The need for reform is clear. PACs poured
more than $130 million into 1986 congres-
sional races—a six-fold increase from a
decade ago. Twenty-four U.S. senators re-
ceived more than $1 million each from PACs
during their last election. And almost half
of all House members received 50 percent or
more of their campaign money from PACs
in 1986.

That means when PACs talk, congressmen
and senators have to listen. Voters are no
longer the primary consideration, getting
money from PACs is. And the injection of
PAC dollars has encouraged higher and
higher spending on campaigns.

It is a system that, as former Sen. Barry
Goldwater says, "eats at the heart of the
democratic process."” This musl be the year
it is stopped.

[From the Danville (PA) News, June 4,
19871

ConGreEss PONDERS ITs OWN “FILTHY LUCRE"

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for reelection and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign spend-
ing.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
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tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the Daytona Beach (FL) News-
Journal, June 15, 19871
SENATE PAC Limits BiLL DESERVES A CHANCE

Campaign finance reform, off to such an
unexpectedly brisk start at the beginning of
the session, has become bogged down in the
obstructionist tactics of a group of Republi-
can senators. A filibuster was still continu-
ing Friday against a plan to limit contribu-
tions from Political Action Committees
(PACs) and place caps on campaign spend-
ing in U.S. Senate races.

When the bill was introduced at the start
of the session, it had 47 co-sponsors includ-
ing Florida's senators, Lawton Chiles and
Bob Graham. At that time, the memory of
the 1986 senatorial elections was still fresh
and provided a powerful argument in favor
of the bill. The average winning senate cam-
paign cost $3 million that year. In Florida,
the race between Sen. Graham and Paula
Hawkins cost more than $12.5 million.

When elections cost this much, fundrais-
ing is the No. 1 campaign priority, anything
else—such as getting out to meet the voters
and talking about the issues—is secondary.
In campaigns that expensive, a PAC is a
senator's best friend. PACs spent $45.7 mil-
lion in the 1986 senate elections. When spe-
cial interests pick up such a large tab, they
must expect a great deal in return.

The senatorial campaign act would help
remedy the situation by regulating cam-
paign spending in Senate campaigns the
;nrt:.:d presidential campaign spending is regu-
ated.

The bill provides for public funding for
campaigns. In exchange for accepting public
funds, a candidate would have to agree to
set campaign spending limits which would
vary from state to state depending on its
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size. The funds would come from a volun-
tary tax check-off such as the one now used
for presidential elections.

An individual PAC would be able to give
no more than $3,000 to a candidate and a
candidate would be limited to receiving be-
tween $175,000 and $750,000, depending on
the size of the state.

Some have tried to head off this needed
reform by proposing that PACs simply not
be allowed to make contributions to individ-
ual senators.

On the surface this sounds like a step for-
ward. In practice, it means PACs could pass
along more money than they do now. Al-
though PACs would be forbidden from
making donations themselves, they would
be able to pass along members’ checks to
candidates. This bill would change only the
mechanics of collecting money. PACs cur-
rently are limited to contributing $5,000 per
candidate each election. This misleading
proposal would remove even that limitation.

It would be a pity if obstructionist tactics
and phony “reform" bills derail this reform.
Last November's senate elections highlight-
ed how fundraising has gotten out of con-
trol. Unless this bill is passed, future elec-
tions promise the same problems on an even
larger scale: more media campaigns, a larger
role for special interests, and a voting public
that is more turned off and alienated than
ever.

[From the Denison (TX) Herald, June 19,
19871

ConNGRESS PONDERS “FILTHY LUCRE"

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for reelection and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign spend-
ing.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren Bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide funds for
general election candidates who agree to
abide by those limits. Spending for Senate
races in the 1987-88 election cycle would be
set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
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tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
‘We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the DuBois (PA) Courier-Express,
June 30, 1987]

CampPATGN MONSTER

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact,

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; eampaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
piubllc-ﬂnancing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
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Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections.
Neither party will be at a disadvantage.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.

[From the Du Bois (PA) Courier-Express,
May 28, 19871

ConcGREss Has MoNEY ScaNDAL OF ITs OWN

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the
amount of time it takes to raise that money.
Chief among them is Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com-
plains that his colleagues are spending so
much time trying to raise campaign funds
that they have no time for Senate business.
Byrd and Senator David Boren, D-Okla., are
co-sponsors of legislation to curb political
action committees (PACs) and limit cam-
paign spending.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs, depending on the number of
contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation’s
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
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It is hoped he will push hard to get the nec-
essary votes.

[From the El Dorado (KS) Times, July 9,
19871

Sray THE MONSTER

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the -need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress."”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
publie-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quire by the Supreme Court. If presidential
elections are a reliable guide, Senate Bill 2
will provide for competitive elections. Nei-
ther party will be at a disadvantage.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.
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[From The Eugene (OR) Register-Guard,
June 14, 1987]
REeaL REFORM NEEDED

Once it dispenses with such parliamentary
gamesmanship as a [ilibuster over the issue
of campaign finance reform, the U.S. Senate
will be presented with two choices:

(1) Genuine, get-to-the-heart-of-the prob-
lem reform, or . . .

(2) Cosmetic change aimed only at stop-
ping real reform,

While the Senate’s choice appears easy, it
isn’t. Politicians are less than eager to
change a campaign system that has in-
stalled them in office and keeps them there.
But, praise be, there are senators—49 at last
count—who apparently are ready to halt
the skyrocketing cost of campaigns and
eliminate the stench of special interest
money that accompanies it.

The effort at genuine campaign finance
reform is sponsored by Sen. David Boren, D-
Okla., Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd,
D-W.Va., and 47 co-sponsors. The Boren-
Byrd proposal seeks a limited form of public
finance for congressional races—similar to
that now used in presidential campaigns—
with a concomitant lid on how much politi-
cal action committees (PACs) can contribute
singly or in groups to an individual candi-
date. (For First Amendment reasons, the
U.S. Supreme Court has said that limits can
be placed on campaign spending and contri-
butions only if accompanied by a system of
public finance. The Boren-Byrd proposal ap-
pears to meet the eourt's test.)

The other choice [acing the Senate is one
put forth by a group of Republicans, led by
Oregon's own Bob Packwood. Packwood,
who received more than $1 million for his
1986 re-election campaign from PACs, iron-
ically proposes to ban all direct PAC contri-
butions to candidates.

The senator’s prohibition seems appealing
but is little more than a smokescreen. He
would still permit PAC contributions to po-
litical parties (which could in turn give the
money to candidates) and he makes no at-
tempt to solve the problem of “bundling.”
Bundling occurs when a group of PACs,
each theoretically limited in the amount it
can donate to a candidate, combines mem-
bers' individual contributions into a much
larger—and more influential—single dona-
tion.

Packwood has long opposed publicly fi-
nanced campaigns. It is irrelevant whether
that's because he thinks taxpayer-subsi-
dized campaigns would discourage “volum-
tary grass roots participation,” as he claims,
or because he functions so well in the
present system. What'’s important is that
rather than fight the Boren-Byrd proposal
head-on, he has chosen the oblique path of
a gimmick-laden substitute.

It should be unarguable that huge cam-
paign donations from special interests bring
with them what The (Portland) Oregonian
correctly describes as “real or implied obli-
gations.” The greater the amounts of money
donated, the greater the obligations.

The current system is an abomination and
must be reformed. The Boren-Byrd proposal
is an attempt to do that. The Packwood pro-
posal isn't. The Senate's choice should be
clear,

[From The Evansville (IN) Press, June 30,
1987

SLAYING THE MONSTER
The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It’s not the Iran-Contra scandal
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or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from political
action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
%ublchfinanclng components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections.
Neither party will be at a disadvantage.

We would prefer a much stronger bill,
with tighter reductions on campaign spend-
ing. That probably won't happen, and the
present bill offers at least the beginning of
reform.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment,

[From the Northwest Arkansas Times,
Fayetteville (AR) June 11, 1987]
MoNEY BUSINESS

While the Iran-Contra hearings are grab-
bing all the headlines in Washington, other
things are going on as well. On the Senate
floor for consideration this month is Senate
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Bill 2, which would overhaul the current
campaign financing system.

Common Cause, the national citizens
lobby group, has been in the forefront in
supporting the measure. Fred Wertheimer,
president of CC, says the proposed measure
contains two provisions essential to any
meaningful, comprehensive reform of the
system; “overall spending limits and limits
on the total amount of political action com-
mittee contributions a candidate can
accept.”

The need to curb the spending of political
action committees (PACs) is evident. Over
the past 10 years spending in Senate races
has inereased almost five-fold, from $38.1
million in 1976 to $178.9 million in 1986. In
a letter to all members of the Senate,
Wertheimer noted if the currently proposed
legislation had been in effect in the 1986
election PAC spending would have been cut
by two-thirds, from $45 million to $16 mil-
lion.

The bill would also establish a voluntary
system of spending limits and limits on the
use of personal wealth, a move that would
help open elected office to those who may
not possess massive personal wealth.

“By placing congressional office increas-
ingly out of the reach of citizens lacking
considerable financial resources or the abili-
ty to raise large sums from private sources,”
Wertheimer wrote, “and by demanding an
enormous commitment to candidate's time
and attention to fundraising activities, soar-
ing campaign spending is changing the very
nature of elections and our political proc-
ess.”

An amendment offered to S. 2 by Republi-
can Senators Mitch McConnell of Kentucky
and Robert Packwood of Oregon has been
labeled by its supporters as a measure to
eliminate PAC contributions. But does it?

Hardly. The McConnell-Packwood bill
would instead lead to PACs changing their
method of providing money to a congres-
sional candidate and in so doing would open
the door to PACs providing unlimited sums
to a candidate.

What the amendment proposes is prohib-
iting direct PAC contributions to a candi-
date. It would, however, legitimize the prac-
tice of PACs bundling and delivering unlim-
ited sums to candidates, collected by the
PACs from individual contributors. All the
PACs need do is make sure the checks are
made out to the candidate rather than the
PAC. The process is called “bundling.”
What the so-called reform amounts to is
simply a change in the mechanics of money-
funneling the PACs are famous for.

S. 2, without the McConnell-Packwood
amendment, would close the bundling loop-
hole, would restrict the role of PAC money,
limit the skyrocketing cost of campaigns
and reduce the enormous amount of time
being spent by candidates on fundraising. It
deserves support.

[From the Fresno (CA) Bee, June 19, 1987]
TALKING REFORM To DEATH

Republicans in the U.S. Senate are at-
tempting to kill by filibuster a much-needed
bill to reform the way senatorial campaigns
are financed. In response, Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd, a chief sponsor of the
bill along with Sen. David Boren of Oklaho-
ma, is threatening to keep the measure on
the floor indefinitely.

Byrd and the Democrats should hold firm,
even though it may prevent action on major
trade and defense spending bills. The Re-
publicans’ demands that partial public fi-
nancing of campaigns and limits on cam-
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paign spending be eliminated would render
the bill meaningless. The Supreme Court in
1976 ruled, in effect, that spending limits
can be established only as part of a volun-
tary system that includes public financing—
the essence of the Boren-Byrd bill.

In an effort to compromise, Boren and
Byrd recently offered an amendment that
would cut the amount of public financing—
and hence the cost to taxpayers—by at least
half. The amendment also makes further at-
tempts to limit the influence of political
action committees by providing public
matching funds only for contributions from
individuals, to a maximum of $250.

Still, the Republicans have been unwilling
to budge. Republican Leader Robert Dole
claims that public financing of senatorial
campaigns would be “an assault on the Re-
publican Party™ and “an assault on the tax-
payer."”

What Dole neglects to mention is that
public financing of presidential campaigns,
enacted in 1974 in the wake of the Water-
gate scandal, has worked well and has been
used by 34 of 35 major party candidates who
have sought the presidency. In 1985, the bi-
partisan Commission on National Elections
concluded that it “has clearly proved its
worth in opening up the process, reducing
undue influence of individuals and groups,
and virtually ending corruption in presiden-
tial election finance.” Dole himself just
became eligible the other day to receive
public matching funds in his campaign for
the presidency.

Of course Republicans tend to have a
somewhat greater capacity for raising large
chunks of private money. But that kind of
money can hardly be regarded as one of the
glories of the democratic process. The issue
here is not partisan politics, it's the integri-
ty of the political system.

The current system is corrupting. The
skyrocketing costs of senatorial campaigns
force incumbents to begin raising money
almost as soon as they're returned to office.
Challengers begin the quest for cash more
than a year ahead of time. The bulk of the
money comes in big chunks from political
action committees and other special inter-
ests, which give it in expectation of favor-
able treatment. Too often the big contribu-
tors get what they seek.

While the Boren-Byrd bill won't solve all
the problems, it will help restore some credi-
bility to the system. For that, it's worth the
fight.

[From the Gainesville (FL) Sun, June 30,
1987]

THE GOP OBSTRUCTIONISTS

In years past, many southern Democrats
in the Senate were known to embrace the
filibuster, using long-winded speeches to
postpone or prevent a vote on legislation
they opposed. Integration and equal rights
legislation come to mind as examples.

Now it's the Republicans who are trying
to talk a bill to death. Their efforts are as
unbecoming as the Southern Democrats' ef-
forts to delay equal justice for all. The bill
now being filibustered seeks to remove the
valid impression that Congress has a price.
Or, as Florida Sen. Lawton Chiles said: “A
large part of the American public thinks
this Congress is the best money can buy.”

The bill is entering its fifth week of
debate. Its major provisions are:

Candidates would receive federal funds to
help finance campaigns, provided they limit-
ed contributions from political actions com-
mittees.
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Contributions from PACs could not
exceed $175,000 to $750,000, depending on
the size of the state.

Maximum individual contributions to
PACs would be reduced from $5,000 to
$3,000.

Archibald Cox, chairman of Common
Cause, a public interest lobby, said high
campaign expenditures “drive the candidate
to seek money from special interests seeking
favors from government. Senators and rep-
resentatives become less responsive to the
people as their campaigns become more
dominated by PACs.”

In 1986 races, PACs favored incumbents
over challengers by a ratio of 6 to 1. Since
1978, the number of representatives receiv-
ing more than half their contributions from
PACs has more than tripled.

Republican opponents argue that tax
money shouldn't go toward congressional
elections. But Cox puts the amount in per-
spective: “The annual cost of (the cam-
paign-reform bill) is a small price to pay the
annual representative government—one-
third the annual amount appropriated by
Congress for military bands.”

Sen. David L. Boren, D-Okla., the bill's
chief sponsor, said the pursuit of election
funds has turned congressmen “into pan-
handlers; begging for money, spending their
time raising money instead of dealing with
problems.”

The Republican effort to allow unlimited
campaign spending has brought the Sen-
ate's business to a halt. Florida's two sena-
tors—Chiles and Bob Graham—supported a
recent attempt to end the fillibuster, but it
failed by eight votes,

The filibuster should end. Americans have
the right to know which of their representa-
tives want to continue to be panhandlers
and beggars, more concerned with raising
money to extend their terms in office than
dealing with problems.

[From the Gardner (MA) News, June 19,
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ConGRESS PONDERS ITs OWN “FILTHY LUCRE”

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific, Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for reelection and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
;u‘tbees (PACs) and limit campaign spend-

E.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
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range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the Great Falls (MT) Tribune, June
6, 19871
ELECTION SPENDING LIMITS ARE A MUST

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the trail of funds connected to the Iran-
Contra affair, and legislation is in the works
that would deal with the Wall Street money
scandal of insider trading.

But Congress is dealing with a semi-scan-
dal of its own involving the way congres-
sional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the
amount of time it takes to raise that money.
Chief among them is Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com-
plains that his colleagues are spending so
much time trying to raise campaign funds
that they have no time for Senate business.

Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are
co-sponsors of legislation to curb political
action committees (PACs) and limit cam-
paign spending, As approved in committee,
the measure would create a series of volun-
tary spending limits in Senate primary and
general election races.

It also would provide public funds for gen-
eral election candidates who agree to abide
by those limits. Spending for Senate races
in the 1987-88 election cycle would be set at
about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the House and
Senate candidates may accept from PACs.
Initially, the ceilings would range from
$190,950 to $825,000 in Senate races, de-
pending on the population of the state in-
volved, and from $100,000 to $150,000 for
House candidates, depending on the number
of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
oppose public financing of campaigns. They
have threatened to kill the bill by filibuster,
and they are rumored to be working on an
alternative measure. The Republican meas-
ure would limit PAC contributions but

August 3, 1987

would not include public financing or spend-
ing limits.

Though the Republican measure would
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they recognize change is needed.
Last year, political action committees tossed
more than $130 million into the campaigns
of senators. That is far too much influence,
and everyone realizes it.

Byrd's measure will reach the floor of the
Senate this month. As it looks now, the
Democrats have enough votes to pass the
bill, but they may not have the 60 votes
needed to invoke cloture if the Republicans
filibuster. We support the measure—but rec-
ognize it may be necessary to frame a com-
promise with its opponents.

A grass-roots suggestion: If Congress were
to revoke its pay increase of last fall, the
money saved would pay for at least part of
the public funding of congressional cam-
paigns.

[From the Record, Hackensack, NJ, June
16, 1987)

‘WHERE CasH 15 KING

Senate Republicans are blocking the most
promising effort in years to free Senate
campaigns from the tyranny of wealthy
contributors. These GOFP obstructionists
aren't doing any favors for themselves, their
party, or their country.

Under the present system of campaign fi-
nancing, cash is king. Candidates are forced
to humiliate themselves by fawning over
rich lobbyists, tycoons, and heirs. The cost
of running for office is high enough to scare
off, or disgust, candidates who might make
a strong contribution to Congress. In Cali-
fornia in 1986, the two Senate candidates
spent $22 million; in Florida, $12.6 million.
The only way many candidates can get in
the game is to cozy up to political-action
committiees.

PAC’'s—campaign-financing organizations
sel up by real-estate developers, banks,
chemical companies, and nearly every other
special interest you can think of—are grow-
ing like mushrooms. In 1976 they contribut-
ed a total of $22 million to congressional
campaigns. By 1986 the figure was over $130
million. Almost one out of every four mem-
bers of the Senate, 24 of 100, took in more
than $1 million in PAC money the last time
they ran. Almost half the members of the
House of Representatives, 194 of 435, got at
least 50 percent of their money from PAC’s
in 1986.

Sen, David Boren, D-Okla., and Senate
Majority Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va.,
have a sensible proposal to limit both spend-
ing and PAC contributions in Senate cam-
paigns. Spending would be tied to a popula-
tion-based formula; in New Jersey, for ex-
ample, the U.S. Senate candidates would
have to keep their total spending—for both
primary and general elections—below $4.8
million. This is considerably less than either
incumbent spent on the last go-round—Bill
Bradley $5.1 million in 1984, Frank Lauten-
berg $6.4 million in 1982, Total PAC contri-
butions for both elections would be limited
to $578,880. The present $5,000 ceiling on in-
dividual PAC contributions would be un-
changed.

Candidates wouldn't have to accept these
limits. But if they did, they could collect
some of their campaign funds from the
public treasury. Perhaps more important,
they could escape being tagged as out to buy
the election.

Republicans argue that the change would
make it harder for a challenger to defeat a
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well-known incumbent. This ignores the
overwhelming support PAC's give incum-
bents now. It's also worth recalling that the
first two incumbent presidents to seek re-
election under the public-financing system
already in place for presidential races,
Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter, both lost.
And although Republicans grumble about
the cost of public financing, it's a bargain at
$50 million a year, to be financed by a vol-
untary tax checkoff. The price is worth
paying to get people to stop snickering
about candidates who do everything but
dive off high cliffs to get money.

Senate Majority Leader Byrd says he's
going to keep holding Senate votes on cam-
paign financing until he gets it passed. In
the end, he hopes, Republicans will realize
they're wrong. If that's too much to hope
for, they may realize that they're embar-
rassing themselves and the GOP. Only rich
lobbyists could love the present system. And
even a lot of lobbyist would be grateful if
senators and would-be senators would stop
putting the arm on them.

[From the Hartford Courant, Hartford, CT,
July 13, 19871
SeENATORS TESTED ON ELECTION SPENDING

Do members of the Senate believe that
congressional election spending and the role
of political action committees in Senate and
House compaigns have gotten out of hand?
In an interview, most probably would frown
with concern and say yes. Soon we'll see
what they do when the question, in as basic
a form as it's ever likely to take, comes to a
vote.

A comprehensive, workable, fair and effec-
tive campaign finance reform package has
been awaiting action in the Senate for more
than a month. It would combine controls on
what House and Senate candidates could
take from PACs with a system of voluntary
publie financing linked to spending limits in
Senate general election campaigns.

But a vote on the bill, which is sponsored
by Democrats Robert C. Byrd of West Vir-
ginia and David L. Boren of Oklahoma, has
been blocked by a Republican filibuster, Not
even the considerable talents of Mr. Byrd,
the majority leader, could work the measure
free. Attempts to invoke cloture—supported
by Connecticut’s Christopher J. Dodd, a
Democrat, but opposed by Lowell P.
Weicker, a Republican—have come to
naught.

So the sponsors turned to compromise,
and have offered a substitute version of
their bill. A cloture vote to clear the way for
action on the new package could occur this
week. Any senator who wants to reduce the
huge and unhealthy role of money in con-
gressional politics will vote for cloture and
the bill.

The compromise amounted to removing
the publie financing provisions, with one ex-
ception: If a candidate who decided not to
take part in the voluntary spending-limit
system exceeded the limits established by
the bill, the candidate's opponent would re-
ceive offsetting public money derived from a
voluntary tax checkoff.

To induce candidates to accept the spend-
ing limits, the bill would give them special
low rates for mailing and broadeast advertis-
ing. Nominees who rejected the limits
couldn't get the low rates, and their rejeec-
tion would have to be disclosed in advertis-
ing and other campaign materials.

When reform is badly needed, no compro-
mise satisfies. Public financing remains the
best way to reduce the influence of special-
interest groups and to return campaign
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spending to reasonable levels. It has been
highly effective in reforming the presiden-
tial campaign system and returning at least
that sector of politics to the people.

But modest reform is better than none,
and the substitute bill would do a lot of
good. With the elimination of routine public
financing—apparently the most objection-
able part of the original bill in the eyes of
many senators—the only credible explana-
tion for a vote against cloture or the com-
promise package will be a desire to preserve
the status quo.

[From the Hartford Courant, Hartford, CT,
June 9, 1987]

Dogs THE SENATE WaNT REFORM?

You would be hard-pressed to find many
members of the U.S. Senate who say they're
unconcerned about the monetary saturation
of congressional election campaigns. Today
you may be able to learn how many senators
want to translate purported concern into
meaningful action by supporting effective
campaign finance reform.

The Senate last week began debating a
measure that would produce meaningful
reform, a bill sponsored by David L. Boren,
an Oklahoma Democrat, and Majority
Leader Robert C. Byrd of West Virginia. It
would dramatically reduce the role of politi-
cal action committees in Senate and House
elections—and thus the unhealthy influence
of PACs in the making of the nation's laws.
Most important, it would establish a system
of public financing for candidates in Senate
elections. That step is essential if the public
interest is going to recapture the ground
that special interests have managed to buy.

It was predictable that many members of
Congress would resist any fundamental
change in the vehicle that brought them to
Washington, and sure enough, opposition
has surfaced. Republican senators have
criticized public financing as intrusive and
offered several alternative campaign finance
reform bills—most of them unworthy of the
name. Fearing passage of the Boren-Byrd
bill, which at last count had 47 co-sponsors,
Republicans have threatened to block it by
filibustering. A vote on whether to invoke
cloture, thus stopping the delay, is expected
to occur today.

Although the Republican bills contain
some attractive ideas, they basically seem to
be attempts to present an illusion of reform
while preserving as much of the status quo
as possible.

One measure, for example, would prohibit
PAC contributions to congressional candi-
dates, certainly a dramatic step. But the
bill, offered by Sens. Robert W. Packwood
of Oregon and Mitch McConnell of Ken-
tucky, would allow PACs to continue donat-
ing to party committees and groups not
linked to candidates. Since this money then
could be used to help particular candidates,
little would be accomplished.

Legislation offered by Sen. Ted Stevens,
an Alaska Republican, would limit commit-
tee contributions to candidates but it would
allow individuals to give more than they can
now. Ostensibly it would deal with a loop-
hole in the law that invites an abuse called
bundling, in which PACs evade the legal
limits on what they can give to candidates
to encouraging and delivering individual
contributions to them. But the Stevens
measure only would require that bundled
checks be made payable to candidates.
That’s authorization, not prevention.

Yet the biggest weakness in the GOP bills
is that they don't squarely confront the root
issue: the enormous, and rapidly growing,
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amount of money spent on congressional
elections. About $38 million was spent on
Senate races in 1976; 10 years later, almost
$179 million was spent. A reasonable but
firm cap on spending is indispensable, as is a
total limit on what each candidate can re-
ceive from PACs. The Boren-Byrd bill has
both, and a lot more.

If the Senate, to borrow a phrase from
Sen. Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts,
is serious about driving “the money lenders
out of the temple of politics,” it won't let a
fillibuster, or the temptation of ersatz cam-
pl?ig'n finance reform, divert it from the real
thing.

[From the South Dade News Leader,
Homestead, FL, June 3, 1987]

CONGRESS PONDERS A FINANCING SCANDAL

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for reelection and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-OKla., are co-sponsores
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign spend-
ing.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races, It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation’s
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime this month. As it looks
now, Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill,
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but he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke closture if the Republicans filibuster.
We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the Clarion-Ledger, Jackson, (MS),
July 13, 19871
FINANCE REFORM—BILLS ENCOURAGE FAIRER
CAMPAIGNS

A comprehensive campaign finance bill
has surfaced in the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives—a good sign that some reform
will come from Congress soon.

The House bill would establish a volun-
tary system of overall spending limits and
prescribe limits on the use of personal
wealth in campaigns, along with providing
partial public financing for House general
election campaigns. It would also limit the
total amount of political action committee
contributions a congressional candidate can
accept.

A host of members in the Senate, includ-
ing John C. Stennis of Mississippi, intro-
duced their plan for campaign finance
reform last month, but have gained little
ground due to a filibuster led by Republican
conservatives.

The stall tactic forced supporters of the
Senate reform bill to introduce a new pro-
posal that limits campaign spending and
puts and aggregate limit on the total
amount of political action committee contri-
butions which candidates may accept. The
new proposal eliminates the controversial
public financing for Senate elections, except
in certain circumstances.

Both plans are fair and reasonable. The
key is to limit campaign spending, which
has gotten out of control, and to set con-
fines on contributions from political action
committees.

[From the Clarion-Ledger, Jackson, (MS),

June 12, 19871

LEss MONEY—CONTROLLING SPECIAL
INTERESTS

Campaign financing for candidates seek-
ing election to the U.S. Senate must be re-
formed and the best improvement offered so
far is through the taxpayer.

Sen. John Stennis of Mississippi is co-
sponsor of legislation before the Senate this
week that would allow partial public financ-
ing of Senate elections, instead of heavy de-
pendence on political action committees.

Stennis received $232,300 from political
action committees during his 1983 campaign
in which contributions totaled $994,000.

The reform measure, which was written
by Sen. David Boren of Oklahoma, sets up
optional public financing of political cam-
paigns using a formula based on a state’s
population and setting various spending
ranges for primary and general elections as
well as runoff elections.

On the other end of the spectrum, Sen.
Thad Cochran, also of Mississippi, says he
supports more limits on media advertising
and better disclosure of contributors to a
candidate.

In his 1984 re-election bid, in which con-
tributions totaled $2.8 million, Cochran re-
ceived $969,739 from Political action com-
mittees.

The special interest groups are willing to
spend the dollars and attract candidates
who will likely feel indebted to vote for cer-
tain causes.

Reforms to dilute the strength of special
interest groups are necessary. Stennis' legis-
lation is a good beginning. Campaign finane-
ing must be changed.
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[From the Kenosha News, Kenosha, WI,
July 7, 19871
SrAaY THE MONSTER

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kans., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance,

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional eampaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
public-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections.
Neither party will be at a disadvantage.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.

[From the Record-Courier, Kent-Ravenna,
OH, June 30, 19871

ALL Ur 1N KNoTS

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
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or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early, June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kans., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill, 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly 5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform, Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increase from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise, It
would cut the maximum amount of any
single PAC ecan give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
publie-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limtis contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. if presidential
elections are a reliable guide, Senate Bill 2
will provide for competitive elections. Nei-
ther party will be at a disadvantage.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.

[From the Valley News, Lebanon, NH, June
27, 1987]

CAMPAIGN SPENDING

The most direct, and perhaps best, way to
control the spiraling cost of campaigns
would be to place a limit on donations from
political action committees (PACs) and an
overall limit on campaign spending. But
that has been judged unconstitutional by
the Supreme Court.

The second best way to slow the flow of
cash into politics is to ask candidates to vol-
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untarily accept spending limits by offering
public financing as an inducement. Such a
system has been used for presidential elec-
tions since 1974 and all but one of the 35
major party candidates have accepted public
financing and limitations on campaign
spending.

It is now time to bring the same sensible
kind of reform to congressional campaigns.
In 10 years, spending on Senate races has
increased five-fold to $179 million. On aver-
age, a successful candidate for the Senate
spends $3 million to get elected.

The Senate is now considering a bill spon-
sored by Sens. Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., and
David Boren, D-Okla., that would place
those types of limitations on congressional
campaigning. The bill proposes to limit the
total amount of PAC contributions a candi-
date may accept ($1,000,000 for House elec-
tions; between $191,000 and $825,000 in
Senate elections, depending on the size of
the state) and limit total campaign spend-
ing.

Common Cause, which has long fought
for campaign finance reform, estimates that
the bill would have reduced PAC contribu-
tions by two-thirds in 1986 Senate races.
Sen. Patrick Leahy, D-Vt.,, for example,
raised about $825,000 in 1986. Under the
proposal, he would have been limited to
$190,000.

There are several good reasons why PAC
donations and overall spending should be re-
duced. Businesses, unions and industrial
groups don't make campaign contributions
out of generosity. They make them to gain
political access. Judging from the steady in-
crease in PAC giving, they apparently are
satisfied with what they're getting.

PAC donations also tend to benefit incum-
bents over challengers. Incumbents are
much more likely to win any given election
and therefore hold more promise to make
PAC contributions a good investment. And,
because of the astronomical cost of running
for office, politicians find themselves spend-
ing more and more time raising money for
their next election than delivering on all
the promises they made in their previous
one. Limiting overall spending would take
some of that burden off our politicians and
give them more time to fulfill the responsi-
bilities of their offices.

Although 49 senators initially supported
the Byrd-Boren measure, a sizable opposi-
tion has since surfaced. Opponents, who are
mostly Republican, have offered an alterna-
tive proposal that would change the me-
chanics of PAC giving but not affect aggre-
gate amounts, They have also complained
about the drain of public financing on the
Treasury.

Democrats have responded with a couple
of reasonable compromises: One that would
limit public financing to 40 percent of the
established limit for overall spending and
another that would provide public financing
only to a candidate whose opponent refused
to accept the voluntary limits.

Right now, the Boren-Byrd proposal is
going nowhere. It is locked in filibuster in
the Senate. The same tactic was used in
1979, the last time a comprehensive cam-
paign finance reform package was consid-
ered.

We hope the tendered compromise, the
continued climb of campaign costs in the
last eight years and, ultimately, concern for
the integrity of Congress will make for a dif-
ferent outcome in 1987.
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[From The Leesburg Commercial, Leesburg,
FL, July 4, 19871
SENATE SHOULD ADOPT PROPOSAL TO RESTRICT
CAMPAIGN SPENDING

The issue of political action committee fi-
nancing of congressionai races is being ad-
dressed by the Senate. It's about time.

In 1976, PACs contributed $5.4 million to
Senate candidates. That's a big hunk of
change, but that's all it is when compared to
the $45 million donated Lo Senate races last
year by PACs, with almost half of all sena-
tors collecting at least $1 million for their
1986 and future campaigns.

The growth of the PAC system has been
detailed time and again, along with ealls for
meaningful reforms in campaign finance
laws to eliminate PAC spending and influ-
ence. On the whole, Congress has ignored
those calls, with proposals to limit or do
away with PACs falling mainly on deaf ears.

Now, however, the Senate has a chance to
begin meaningful campaign finance reform
by supporting and refining a proposal from
Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd to
limit campaign spending. Byrd's proposal
ties campaign spending by Senate candi-
dates to a state population on a voluntary
basis, and limits House candidates to receiv-
ing no more than $100,000 from PACs.

Senate candidates not going along with
the volunteer program would be limited to
what he or she could receive from PACs.
Also, Senate candidates could dip into the
federal election fund for money to match
what they receive in contributions of $250
or less.

In Florida, Senate candidates could spend
up to $2.8 million on the general election.
Considering that last year winner Bob
Graham and loser Paula Hawkins spent
about six times that much, the Byrd propos-
al could greatly reduce what's spent on
Senate campaigns here.

There are some bugs that ought to be
worked out of the Byrd proposal, such as
the need to extend its coverage to primary
races, making it mandatory instead of vol-
untary, and tying it into overall campaign
finance reforms. But it is a good starting
point, and one that enlightened members of
the Senate, such as Graham and Florida's
other senator, Lawton Chiles, support.
[From the Lewiston (ID) Tribune, June 10,

19871
THis BiLL. Won't Cure PACs' INFLUENCE

A Democratic Senate bill to curb cam-
paign financing by political action commit-
tees, or PACs, is being countered by a Re-
publican-sponsored bill to eliminate PAC
contributions altogether to specific congres-
sional candidates. Sens. Bob Packwood of
Oregon and Mitch McConnell of Kentucky,
who introduced the Republican measure
last week, have said they do not necessarily
believe the PACs are a bad influence on
campaigns but that the public seems to
think so—and that their role therefore
should be restricted.

That is what they call in politics, these
days, a case of smoke and mirrors. The
Packwood-McConnell bill would in effect
expand the role of the PACs while appear-
ing to restrict it. This is how it would work,
according to Fred Wertheimer, president of
Common Cause:

“The impact that the McConnell-Pack-
wood legislation would have on PAC money
is perhaps best demonstrated by what oc-
curred in Senator Packwood's 1986 reelec-
tion campaign. In that election, ALIGN-
PAC, a PAC representing insurance inter-
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ests, gave Senator Packwood a $1,000 contri-
bution made out from ALIGNPAC to Sena-
tor Packwood. At the same time, ALIGN-
PAC also gathered and turned over to Sena-
tor Packwood $215,000 in checks made out
by ALIGNPAC's members directly to Sena-
tor Packwood.

“This controversial practice, known as
‘bundling,” allowed ALIGNPAC to massively
evade the $5,000 per election PAC contribu-
tion limit and to get credit for providing
what was the equivalent of a $215,000 con-
tribution form ALIGNPAC to Senator Pack-
wood."”

The McConnell-Packwood bill would pre-
vent any PAC from contributing money di-
rectly to any candidate, but it would permit
the PACs to give unlimited amounts to com-
mittees that could then turn the money
over to specific candidates. And, as Werth-
eimer notes, PACs could collect checks from
members in any amount, and the candidates
would have no doubt where it came from.
The influence of special-interest money on
congressional campaigns would be expand-
ed, not curbed.

This is the Republican answer to a Demo-
cratic bill that would reduce PAC influence
on members of Congress by closing the
“bundling™ loophole and by financing cam-
paigns partly with public funds. If the
Senate truly seeks to reduce big-money in-
fluence on congressional elections, these
bills offer an easy choice.

[From the Lewiston (ME) Daily Sun, June
15, 19871

CAMPAIGN THEATRICS

As the cost of running a successful cam-
paign for Congress climbs, the cast of char-
acters in the political arena declines.

And as the qualifiers for the Washington
playbill shrink, the quality of representa-
tion wanes.

But alack, is this trend to be or not to be?
A bill before the U.S. Senate would reverse
this course by limiting contributions from
private donors as well as spending from can-
didates’ personal funds.

The Senate Election Campaign Act took
center stage Thursday but the script on the
Senate floor was reduced to a dull filibuster.

In the spotlight is the measure that is also
known as the Byrd-Boren bill—a proposal to
limit campaign costs and Political Action
Committee contributions by propping up
the revenues with public financing. The Su-
preme Court prompted the need for public
money by ruling that Congress can limit
campaign finances only if it provides public
funds—thus the rub.

The protagonists of the opposition—Sens.
Robert Packwood, R-Ore.,, and Mitch Me-
Connell, R-Ky.—have submitted a legisla-
tive charade to counter the Byrd-Boren bill.
The two claim their bill would eliminate
PAC contributions but the fact is it would
simply change the path of the money. The
absurd proposal would force PACs to adopt
a method called bundling—having individual
PAC members make small donations to can-
didates instead of the organization as a
whole. It would also make PACs funnel
money to the political parties and the par-
ties would then pass it on to the candi-
dates—thus in effect eliminating any ceiling
for PAC contributions.

By contrast, the Byrd-Boren bill would ex-
plicitly prohibit bundling and limit PAC
contributions to $5,000. It would put a stop
to the spiraling costs of campaigns, decrease
the influence of special-interest groups and
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reduce the amount of time candidates spend
raising funds.

There are over 4,000 PACs increasing
their monetary theatrics for candidates
every year. In 1976, Senate candidates re-
ceived $5 million in PAC funds. In 1986, the
figure had climbed to $45 million.

Meanwhile, Packwood and MecConnell
were enacting a tragedy on the congression-
al stage Thursday. If the Senate had its act
together, it would have mustered the 60
votes needed to pull the curtain on the fili-
buster.

The scene for the next act will take place
with a cloture vote scheduled for next week.
Hopefully, the slings and arrows of outra-
geous PAC fortune will miss their target in
the election arena and rationality will pre-
vail.

[From the Lewistown (PA) Sentinel, June

17, 19871

CurBs ARE NEEDED ON CaMPAIGN COSTS

It’s about time.

For the first time in a decade, Congress is
taking a hard look at an issue close to every
one of its members—the high cost of getting
elected.

Campaign expenses have risen astronomi-
cally. In 1976, the average cost of a success-
ful Senate campaign was $610,000. Last
year's average for winners was $3 million.

Or consider California, where Democratic
Sen. Alan Cranston spent more than $8.5
million last year to defeat a $8.9 million
challenge from Republican Ed Zschau.
More than $17 million spent for a job that
pays $89,500 a year.

Congressional reformers, led by Senate
Democrats, are doing more than criticizing
the amounts being spent. They are also tar-
geting political action committees—PACs—
the fastest rising sources of campaign
money.

PACs are booming. In 1976 they gave $5.4
million to Senate candidates. Last year, the
total reached $45.7 million. Fourteen of the
34 senators elected last year got more than
$1 million each from PACs. More than 200
House members get at least half their elec-
tion funds from them.

Legislation now stalled by a Republican
filibuster in the Senate proposes PAC limits
that would have cut the special-interest
money going to winning 1986 Senate candi-
dates from $28.9 million to $10.2 million, ac-
cording to Common Cause, a citizens lobby
that has been prodding Congress to change
the system.

Democratic Sen. Robert Byrd of West Vir-
ginia, the Senate Majority Leader, brought
the campaign finance bill to the floor earli-
er this month. He has shown no signs of
withdrawing it despite a filibuster that has
stopped most other business.

Even if the bill should eventually become
law, participation by candidates would be
voluntary to get around a Supreme Court
decision that says mandatory spending
limits violate constitutional {free-speech
rights.

Under the Democratic plan, a candidate
could get up to 40 percent of general elec-
tion expenses paid from the Treasury by
agreeing to limit PAC receipts and restrict
spending to $950,000 from $5.5 million, de-
pending on a state’s population.

Something needs to be done to curb cam-
paign spending. PACs are largely responsi-
ble for the skyrocketing costs of getting
elected, so it makes sense to limit contribu-
tions from those special-interest groups.

The Democratic plan represents a step in
the right direction. It would at least provide
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an incentive for candidates to put less em-
phasis on PACs, and that would eventually
make PACs less powerful.
[From the Lincoln (IL) Courier, June 3,
19871

ConGRrESS PONDERS ITs OWN FILTHY LUCRE

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are cosponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees and limit campaign spending.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed, With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime this month. As it looks
now, Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill,
but he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
‘We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes,

[From the Little (AR) Rock Gazette, June

18, 19871
MuvuTING THE VOICE OF MONEY

Nearly everyone there acknowledges that
money has gotten the upper hand in the
United States Senate. The average cost of a
winning Senate campaign in 1986 raced to
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$3.1 million, an increase of more than 400
per cent in 10 years, and though every can-
didate is relieved to have it no one is proud
of how he raises it.

Public opinion accounts for part of this
nervous consensus in the Senate. Americans
believe that special interests buy far too
much power over public policy by campaign
gifts and honoraria to senators and con-
gressmen. Voters have ample opportunity to
measure it. Anyone in Central Arkansas
wondering how Congressman Tommy Rob-
inson will vote, for example, must only look
at his political action gifts. (But we get
ahead of ourselves here: the House of Rep-
resentatives doesn't feel moved on campaign
finance yet because all its members are
counting next year on the advantages the
system offers them.)

But the consensus in the Senate doesn't
embrace a solution. Both parties fear the
other might get some advantage from a law
controlling campaign spending and giving.
If the Senate votes, it will approve a bill by
Senator David Boren of Oklahoma, but Re-
publicans have twice blocked a vote by de-
feating cloture of a filibuster.

Boren's bill would limit contributions
from political action committees and install
voluntary public financing of Senate cam-
paigns. Taxpayers could designate a $1
checkoff on their income tax returns. To
qualify for public funds, candidates would
have to accept ceilings on their private
fund-raising and on PAC gifts. The PAC
ceiling for a candidate in Arkansas would be
$190,950.

Republicans aren’t so protective of PAC
money as they are worried about the overall
spending limitations. The GOP generally
raises a lot more money for its candidates.
Republicans support a bill by Senators Bob
Packwood of Oregon and Mitch MeConnell
of Kentucky that would prohibit direct PAC
contributions to candidates altogether. But
the rub is that PACs would give to party or-
ganizations, which would funnel unlimited
sums to candidates. The Republican bill
would continue and expand the practice of
“bundling,” which the Boren bill would pro-
hibit.

Arkansas voters saw the effects of bun-
dling last year. The Republican Party bun-
dled $125,000 in contributions from outside
Arkansas to the Senate campaign of Asa
Hutchinson, who was running against Sena-
tor Dale Bumpers. When Gazette reporters
telephoned a few of the donors, they had
never heard of Hutchinson or even been
aware of the race in Arkansas.

If the Senate approves the Boren bill, it
will be one of its more unselfish acts. Its
principal effect will not be to help Demo-
crats, but challengers, who must run against
a tide of money. Indeed, Democrats might
be the Boren bill'’s instant casualties be-
cause more of them will face re-election in
1988 and 1990. Such ironies have been the
history of efforts to reform campaign fi-
nance. The explosion of corporate PACs fol-
lowed a law to protect union PACs.

But the greater beneficiary would be the
public interest, which is served whenever
the influence of overpowering money is cur-
tailed.

The Reagan administration opposes the
Boren bill, and the president will surely veto
it if it somehow passes in its present form—
a setback most of the Senate, especially the
33 members facing re-election in 1988, no
doubt would take philosophically. But the
people shouldn't.
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[From The Lock Haven (PA), Express, June
15, 1987]

PowegrrFuL PAC-MEN

Political action committee contributions
to Pennsylvania congressional candidates
rose to an all-time high $7.5 million in 1986,
a lobbying group says.

Common Cause, which supports changes
in the federal laws governing campaign con-
tributions, said the increase in PAC contri-
butions paralleled a record $21.3 million in
overall campaign spending in 1986.

Almost 30 percent—or $2.1 million—of
PAC funds funnelled to Pennsylvania went
to the Senate campaigns of victorious in-
cumbent Republican Arlen Specter and
Democrat Bob Edgar.

Specter received $1.26 million, or 23 per-
cent of the $5.4 million raised by his cam-
paign, from PACs, according to statistics
provided by Common Cause.

Edgar, a former Philadelphia-area con-
gressman, received $814,254, or 21 percent
of his total campaign till, from PACs,
Common cause said.

In 1982, Sen. John Heinz, R-Pa., and his
Democratic opponent, Cyril Wecht, received
$644,512 in PAC contributions, Common
Cause said.

Democratic Rep. William H. Gray III of
Philadelphia, the powerful chairman of the
Budget Committee, received the most
money from PACs among House candidates,
with contributions totalling $459,048.

At the other end of the spending spec-
trum, Rep. Willilam Gooding, R-Jacobus,
took no money from PACs in 1986. He is
among the handful in Congress who will not
accept special interest contributions.

Among area candidates, Cong. Joe
McDade accepted $203,665 in PAC money,
George Gekas $50,014, Bill Clinger $286,980.

The big PAC man? Clinger's unsuccessful
challenger Bill Wachob with $320,804.

“The spiralling cost of congressional cam-
paigns combined with the millions of dollars
in special interest PAC contributions that
flood candidates’ coffers, in Pennsylvania
and nationwide, vividly underscores the
urgent need to reform the way congression-
al campaigns are financed,” Common Cause
President Fred Wertheimer said.

The group supports a Senate bill that
would establish partial public funding for
Senate campaigns and limit PAC contribu-
tions and overall campaign spending.

The measure was endorsed by the Rules
Committee in April. Debate on the measure
by the Senate began last week.

“The campaign financing system is a na-
tional scandal which threatens the very in-
tegrity of Congress,” Wertheimer said.
“Senator Specter and Senator Heinz have a
historic opportunity to support the funda-
mental reforms this process so desperately
needs."”

The senators should do all they can to be
a part of that reform.

[From the Lodi (CA) News-Sentinel, June

10, 19871
CoNGRESSMEN PoNDER THEIR OWN “FILTHY
Lucre”

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.
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A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the
amount of time it takes to raise that money.
Chief among them is Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com-
plains that his colleagues are spending so
much time trying to raise campaign funds
that they have no time for Senate business.
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-
sponsors of legislation to curb political
action committees (PACs) and limit cam-
paign spending.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. Il also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions Lo House
and Senate candates reaching a record $130
million in the 1986 election and with the
100th Congress more indebted to special in-
terests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime this month. As it looks
now, Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill,
but he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke clouture if the Republicans filibus-
ter. We hope he will push hard to get the
necessary votes.

[From the Long Island (NY) Newsday, July
7.1987]1
WHY NoT VoLUNTARY CAMPAIGN SPENDING
Limits

Congressional reformers may have found
an acceptable way to limit campaign spend-
ing at last: Make the limit voluntary—but
make the alternative very unpleasant for
those who don't go along. It worked with
“Voluntary" quotas on cars from Japan (the
alternative would have been mandatory
quotas), and it's worth a try to reduce the
obscene amounts now spent on congression-
al races.

When Congress provided for partial public
financing of presidential campaigns 13 years
ago, it also put mandatory ceilings on spend-
ing by House and Senate candidates. Two
years later the Supreme Court found those
limits unconstitutional, but it had no prob-
lem with voluntary restrictions.

Ever since, reformers have searched in
vain for a way to induce candidates to hold
down their expenditures voluntarily. And
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ever since, campaign costs have soared, po-
litical action committees have proliferated
and fund raising has become such an oner-
ous and time-consuming chore that many
members of Congress have started to have
second thoughts about the system. Now a
majority of the Senate seems to favor an
overhaul.

But that largely Democratic majority has
been stymied by a largely Republican mi-
nority, which has filibustered successfully
against a campaign reform bill sponsored by
Sens. David Boren (D-Okla.) and Robert
Byrd (D-W.Va.) It originally featured strict
spending and contribution limits coupled
with public financing for congressional can-
didates, along the lines of the presidential
system.

Opponents objected chiefly to the eost but
also to limiting spending and making tax-
payers fund political campaigns. This pro-
posal should put the cost argument to rest:
Instead of providing substantial public
funds to those who agree to abide by spend-
ing limits, it would use public funding only
as a form of insurance. Candidates would be
eligible only if their opponents exceeded the
limit set for that race; the amount would be
equal to that opponents’ excess,

Public funds would also be allocated to
match negative attacks mounted by inde-
pendent forces—a provision that might
prove difficult to enforce. Even so, this pro-
posal makes it difficult to oppose spending
limits out of concern for the public purse.

On the contrary, concern for the public
interest argues strongly for reining in run-
away campaign costs and the growing influ-
ence of political action committees. The mi-
nority should quit filibustering and allow a
vote on this proposal’s considerable merit.
Who knows? It might even become a model
for states and municipalities as well.

[From the Louisville (KY) Courier-Journal,
July 15, 19871

LimiTing PoLiTicAL BUcKs

U.S. Senators who claim they deplore the
abuses of the political money game have re-
fused to support the only effective reform
proposal in Congress because it provides
public money for U.S. Senate campaigns. A
new version puts that complaint to rest,
leaving critics with no plausible pretext for
continuing the filibuster that has prevented
action since early June.

The rewritten bill retains the two essen-
tial ingredients of campaign finance
reform—a voluntary over-all spending limit
for Senate candidates based on each state's
population and a ceiling on contributions
from special interest political action com-
mittees.

Unlike the original version, it does not
offer public money to every candidate who
raises a specified amount in individual con-
tributions. But a candidate could become el-
igible for public dollars to offset the advan-
tage of an opponent who refuses to accept
the limit. Matching money could also go to
candidates who are targets of negative ad-
vertising sponsored by independent groups.
And Senate hopefuls would have other in-
centives to participate, including a break on
postal and TV ad rates.

The idea is to encourage candidates to ob-
serve the limits and to deter so-called “inde-
pendent expenditures,” thereby minimizing
the use of public money. This approach
should satisfy the Supreme Court rule that
Conigress may set voluntary campaign
spending limits if candidates are offered an
inducement, such as public money, to
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comply, Because of its simplicity and low
cost, it could be adopted by the House and
even by states.

The limits wouldn't leave candidates
bereft. A Kentucky contender could raise
$243,290, or 20 per cent of the spending
limit, from PACs. Hoosiers could take in
$321,177 in PAC money and spend five times
that amount. That's ample for a respectable
race.

Opponents will raise the usual objections.
One is that any one PAC contribution is too
small a part of a campaign budget to influ-
ence a congressman's voting habits. But
studies show members of key committees
often receive money from many PACS with
common legislative interest. Anyone who
thinks lawmakers are oblivious to these
large sums has his head in the sand.

Another claim is that spending limits
would help incumbents. However, 98 per-
cent of House members were re-elected last
year, suggesting that no system could be
more protective of incumbents than the
present one.

The bottom line is that Congress must fi-
nally curb the eorrupting influence of spe-
cial interest money. The compromise an-
swers the opponents' chief complaint. They
should quit being obstructionists and allow
the issue to come to a vote.

[From the Louisville (K'Y ) Courier-Journal,
June 11, 1987]

CaP CAMPAIGN SPENDING

Kentucky's Republican senator, Mitch
McConnell, and his colleagues won the first
skirmish in the campaign finance reform
battle. If they win the war, look for the cost
of congressional races to go from scandalous
to nauseating.

Before the Senate is a simple proposition.
It would set up a system of public financing
of Senate campaigns similar to the system
that has financed the last three presidential
campaigns. Candidates would not have to
take the tax money. If they did, though,
they would have to abide by ceilings on
spending that vary according to the popula-
tion of the states.

Public financing is the only legal way to
limit the role of megabucks in political cam-
paigns, according to the Supreme Court.
That is what Senate Democrats want to do
and a vote Tuesday showed that a majority
of the Senate favors that approach.

Unfortunately, the 52-47 vote on a motion
to cut off a Republican-backed filibuster
was eight short of the necessary 60. The
prospect of prolonged debate set off talk of
a compromise. But any change short of
public financing would be mere window
dressing.

That was shown when Sen. McConnell
said that the $12 million spent by Ken-
tucky's Democratic gubernatorial candi-
dates wasn't “‘obscene or inappropriate,” but
just a healthy indication of vigorous politi-
cal competition. Such big spending “repre-
sents participation” in, rather than corrup-
tion of, the political process, he argued.

He tossed off his remarks in support of a
window-dressing substitute for the Demo-
cratic bill that he and Sen. Bob Packwood
of Oregon offered. Their measure tries to
obscure the issue by attacking political
action committee spending. It would forbid
PAC contributions to congressional candi-
dates—but the PACs could continue to in-
fluence elections by making “independent
expenditures” on behalf of candidates, and
by donating to state and national political-
party committees.
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What McConnell-Packwood proposes is to
change the mix of funds flowing into con-
gressional campaigns. It would not cap
those funds. The cash and checks from
PACs and fat cats would still flood cam-
pzign headquarters and the cost of running
for office—which has more than doubled in
the past decade—would continue to skyrock-
et.

Surely the senators don't want that. They
must not settle for cosmetic change.

[From the Lyndhurst (NJ) Commercial
Leader-Review, June 18, 1987]

CAMPAIGN SPENDING LIMITS

Campaign finance reform is poised for a
breakthrough. On the opening day of the
100th Congress, Sen. David Boren (D-Okla.)
and Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd
(D-W. Va.) introduced a comprehensive
campaign finance reform bill. The bill, S.2,
would set aggregate limits on the amount of
political action committee (PAC) money
candidates for Congress could receive. It
would also create a voluntary system of
campaign spending limits and limits on the
use of personal wealth, along with partial
public financing for senatorial campaigns.
Much like the system already in place for
presidential public finanecing, S.2 would pro-
vide for financing by the checkoff on indi-
vidual tax returns. For more on the reform
bill.

CC President Fred Wertheimer says the
bill “attacks the most dangerous aspects of
the current campaign finance system: the
obscene and excessive sums candidates are
spending to get elected, and their increasing
dependence on special interest PACs for
funding.”

Last year's elections underscored the need
for such reforms. Congressional candidates
in 1985 spent close to $400 million, four
times the amount spent a decade ago. On
the average, winning Senate candidates
spent over $3 million on their election ef-
forts. Between January 1, 1985 and Decem-
ber 31, 1986, Senate candidates received
over $45 million from special interest PACs,
a 63 percent increase over PAC giving in the
1984 races.

Pressure for reform, both from within
Congress and from the public, is strong. The
S.2 bill has 30 cosponsors spanning the po-
litical spectrum. As Budget Committee
chairman Sen. Lawton Chiles (D-Fla.) has
said, “I sense a growing consensus among
members of this body that the trend toward
more money in campaigns and bigger, richer
and more PACs needs to be reversed . . . . 1
believe the partial public financing of
Senate elections . . . is the way to change.”

This could well be the year for long-await-
ed reforms to take shape, says Wertheimer.
“With the Senate leadership strongly
behind the campaign finance reform effort,
this dramatically improves the chances for
successful action in 1987 on this historic leg-
islation. We must make an extraordinary
effort to take advantage of this extraordi-
nary opportunity.”

While the chances appear better than
ever for passage of the bill in 1987, the
battle will not be easy—particularly with
well-funded PACs like those of the Ameri-
can Medical Association and the National
Rifle Association expected to lobby intense-
ly against S.2. That's why, ultimately, it will
take massive grassroots pressure to get the
comprehensive reform package passed.

We must pull out all the stops to get Con-
gress to pass these needed reforms. It is es-
sential for your senators to hear from you.
The U.S. Senate needs to know that the
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publie is fed up with the current system of
financing congressional elections.

Write your senators today. If they have
not already done so, urge them to go on the
record against special interest money and in
favor of comprehensive campaign finance
reform by signing on as a cosponsor to the
Boren-Byrd bill. And if your senators are al-
ready cosponsors, thank them for their sup-
port and urge them to keep campaign fi-
nance reform a top priority in the 100th
Congress.

If you have time, please also write to Sen.
Robert Dole (R-Kan.), Republican leader of
the Senate, who is expected to play a key
role in this fight. Tell him how essential it is
to the country to clean up congressional
campaign financing and ask him to support
and cosponsor S.2.

Mail your letter in care of your senators’'
names to: U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
20510.

[From the Marion (OH) Star, July 5, 19871
LET's SLay IT

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget of trade strategy. It is
money—campaign money, Lo be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Ean., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senalte Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans do not necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
public financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits, The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
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form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the high court. If presidential
elections are a reliable guide, Senate Bill 2
will provide for competitive elections. Nei-
ther party will be at a disadvantage

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.

[From the Marion (OH) Star, June 5, 19871
GET THEM

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific.

Congressional investigators are trying to
trace the byzantine trail of funds connected
to the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is
in the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of inside trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.VA., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign spend-
ing.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races; it also would provide public funds
for general election candidates who agree to
abide by those limits. Spending for Senate
races in the 1987-1988 election cycle would
be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it is reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
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invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.”

We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.
[From the Medford (OR) Mail Tribune,
July 9, 1987]

LimiTs ARE NEEDED

Members of the U.S. Senate will try again
later this week to end a [ilibuster that has
blocked a campaign spending reform bill
since early June. If they fail, the price of
winning a Senate seat will continue to in-
crease at an obscene rate and the public's
worry that political influence is being
bought and sold will become stronger.

Leaders of this latest effort to limit cam-
paign spending and reduce the power of po-
litical action committees (PACs) hope that
July 1 revisions to the Senatorial Election
Campaign Act will win enough votes to end
the filibuster. The new proposal would
retain key elements of S. 2, the original leg-
islation, that are considered essential to
holding down Senate campaign spending
that has jumped from $45 million to $179
million between 1977 and 1986.

Those essential elements, which are en-
dorsed by the citizens' lobby Common
Cause, are: limits on spending, based on a
state's population, and a limit on the total
amount of PAC contributions that a candi-
date would be able to accept.

Candidates who abide by the spending
limits would become eligible for preferential
mailing rates and the lowest available TV
rates. They also could receive taxpayer-
funded “compensating payments” if their
opponent refused to accept the ceiling on
expenditures or if a third party spent
money to campaign against them.

Common Cause says the presidential cam-
paign spending system created after the
Watergate affair proves that reform is pos-
sible. In 1972, with no limits, President
Richard Nixon spent $62 million in his re-
election effort. In 1984, with limits in effect,
President Ronald Reagan spent $68 mil-
lion—an increase of $6 million over 12 years.

By comparison spending in Senate races
climbed from $35.5 million in 1972 to $137
million in 1984, During roughly the same
period, PAC contributions went from $5 mil-
lion in 1976 to $45 million in 1986.

“The question now before the Senate is
whether the political will exists to resist
partisan pressures and set aside obstruction-
ist tactics, and to act instead in the nation’s
best interest by enacting effective and com-
prehensive campaign finance reform,” says
Common Cause President Fred Wertheimer.
“Two hundred years after the framing of
our Constitution and establishment of the
U.S. Congress, senators cannot tell the
American people that the present scandal-
ous campaign finance system is the best
they have to offer the country.”

Amen to that.—R.A.S.

[From the Milwaukee (WI) Journal, June

10, 19871

MAYBE A CHANCE TO THWART THE PACs

Since Congress voted in 1974 to provide
for public financing of presidential elec-
tions, the lawmakers repeatedly have re-
fused to take even a nip of their own good
medicine. Most senators and representatives
have preferred to get campaign money the
old-fashioned way, by accepting donations
from special interests.

After all, it's a system that heavily favors
the incumbents and discourages challengers.
But attitudes on Capitol Hill may be chang-
ing a bit for the better, thanks to public dis-
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gust with a system that has enabled well-
heeled political action committees (PACs) to
severely distort the electoral and govern-
mental processes.

The Senate on Tuesday voted 52 to 17
against a Republican-led filibuster that
threatens to keep a sensible campaign-
reform bill from coming to a vote. The ma-
jority was not large enough; it takes 60
votes to limit debate. Nonetheless, it was a
slightly encouraging sign, indicating that
the bill could pass if the full Senate were al-
lowed to vote on it.

The measure, sponsored by Sen. David
Boren (D-Okla.) and Majority Leader
Robert Byrd (D-W.Va.), would provide par-
tial public financing for senatorial candi-
dates if they agreed to abide by prescribed
limits on total campaign spending and on
total donations accepted from PACs.

A similar system in Wisconsin, covering
legislative and statewide offices, has been
widely accepted by politicians and has had
generally beneficial effects. It has re-
strained both the total amount of political
spending and the influence of PACs.

The Wisconsin system would work even
better if it included a provision, as the
Senate bill does, to prevent the evasion of
PAC contribution limits through a trick
known as bundling. (PACs are now allowed
to round up checks for a candidate and give
them as a bundle without counting them
against PAC limits).

Of course, even if the Senate bill is even-
tually approved, obstacles will remain. The
House has yet to act on the issue, and the
possibility of a presidential veto must be
considered. But supporters of campaign-fi-
nance reform say the chances for enacting
at least partial public funding of congres-
sional elections are better than they have
been in many years.

Even some senators who oppose the con-
cept are paying lip service to reform. For in-
stance, Sen. Bob Packwood (R-Ore.), leader
of the filibuster, has proposed that political
action committees be forbidden to make
direct contributions to candidates. But
Packwood leaves a loophole large enough to
accommodate a herd of elephants: PACs
would be allowed to channel their gifts
through the political parties.

Regrettably, he and some other promi-
nent Republicans have resorted to outright
demagogy on the issue of public financing.
Packwood says the public-finance feature of
the Boren-Byrd bill would “pick the taxpay-
ers pocket,” even though the cost is estimat-
ed at only about 50 cents a year per taxpay-
er.

That's a mighty reasonable price to pay
for a finance system that will help take the
government back from the PACs.

[From the New Bern (NC) Sun Journal,
July 7, 19871

PAC MoONSTER 1S TARGET OF REFORM

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
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funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1968, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
pluhlic—rinancing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections.
Neither party will be at a disadvantage.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.

[From the New Brunswick (NJ) Central

New Jersey Home News, June 9, 1987]
THE IsSUE THAT WoN'T DI1E

Sometime today the Senate is expected to
vote on a cloture petition to cut off debate
on a sweeping campaign finance reform pro-
posal. The bill's principal author, Oklahoma
Sen. David Boren, doesn’t think the neces-
sary 60 votes are there to stop what threat-
ens to become a summer-long filibuster
aimed at stalling the Democratic-sponsored
legislation. But as a tactical move, the clo-
ture vote may move some senators to the
negotiating table where a compromise
reform bill can be drafted.

Campaign finance reform is the issue that
won't die, but the Senate is torn by uneasi-
ness about Boren's tough proposal—it would
establish a public financing system and set
overall spending limits as well as limits on
the total amount of political action commit-
tee money Senate candidates could accept—
and a desire to look good on the issue of
runaway campaign spending and ballooning
PAC contributions. Last week, in a move
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widely interpreted as an attempt to protect
Republicans from being labeled anti-reform,
two GOP senators introduced their own ver-
sion of a campaign finance bill, which was
promptly denounced by the citizens' lobby
Common Cause as a “charade” that “should
be rejected out of hand.”

The Boren bill is not perfect. But it is a
real attempt to right a campaign finance
system that is out of control. The Senate
can play games with filibusters and weak
substitute proposals, but only real reform
will address the problem of campaigns that
cost too much—and the PAC money that
pays for them.

[From the New London (CT) Day, June 23,
1987)

BLocKING REFORM—THEY Can ALways FIND
A Goop EXcuse

At least Minority Leader Robert Dole is
honest about it. He won't let a bill aimed at
reforming campaign financing through the
Senate because it would hurt Republican
political chances in some parts of the coun-
try where the GOP hopes to increase its ef-
fectiveness.

The result is that S. 2, a much-needed lim-
itation on contributions from Political
Action Committees, is stalled by a filibuster.
“, .. Putting on a campaign-expenditure
limit is, in effect, putting a brake on our
growth in certain parts of this country. It
may not be intended, but that is going to be
the result,” says Sen. Dole in explaining the
filibuster.

This is raw politics, nothing more. There
always will be compelling reasons for those
candidates who can raise the most funds to
want to raise as much as their contributors
will give. Sen. Dole's fondness for unfet-
tered campaign financing has as much
appeal in areas where the GOP already is
strong and merely wants to hold onto seats
as it does where the party needs more sup-
port. It just happens that at this juncture,
the Republicans are able to raise much
more money that the Democrats, and that’'s
why Sen. Dole disparages reform.

With such thinking, no reform would ever
arrive, and campaign financing abuses
would get worse and worse.

S. 2, whose principal sponsor is Sen. David
Boren of Oklahoma, provides limits of
$190,950 to $825,000 in Senate races, de-
pending upon the size of the state. The
measure also sets limits of $950,000 to $5.5
million for general and primary elections
combined.

Candidates who wanted to accept public
financing contributions from the govern-
ment would have to agree to limit PAC con-
tributions under the proposed legislation.

In the past decade, PAC contributions to
Senate races have increased by nine times.
The numbers show clearly how PAC money
plays an increasing role in helping candi-
dates run and win elections. Putting con-
gressmen and senators in the position of
having to beg for money from special-inter-
est groups in order to match the spending of
the competition denigrates the office and
opens up the potential for buying votes.

The only way to reform that situation is
to put in place absolute dollar limits on PAC
contributions.

Senate bill 2 is not designed to help Demo-
crats or Republicans, but to assist the free
election process that makes America work.
Sen. Dole, get out of the aisle and stop
blocking this good legislation.
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[From the New London (CT) Day, May 27,
19871

CAMPAIGNS—LIMIT SPECIAL INTERESTS

There's nothing complicated about the
effort to reduce the influence of the money
peddlers who now try to shape legislation by
filling congressional pockets. Either there
will be a limit on the donations of PACs to
individual candidates or there will not.
Without question, there should be limits.

Political Action Committees were intend-
ed to get control of unbridled campaign con-
tributions, the likes of which came to their
most egregious public display in the revela-
tions about Richard M. Nixon’s fund raising
prior to his re-election in 1972, Mr. Nixon
spend $62 million for his primary and gener-
al election campaigns, some $6 million less
than President Reagan spent in 1984. But
given the adjustments for the Consumer
Price Index, Mr. Nixon's expenditures
would have been $153.9 million in 1984 if it
were not for the campaign limitations and
public financing already in existence.

Now the reformer no longer is chaste.
PACs continue to be misused and abused to
unduly influence the outcome of elections.
Special interests increasingly are buying
candidates with the not-so-subtle subversion
of ready cash whenever a candidate needs it.
The overwhelming percentage of the contri-
butions go to incumbents, rather than chal-
lengers.

S. 2, a bill favorably reported out by the
Senate Rules Committee would put a limit
on such shenanigans. Some 49 senators cur-
rently favor the bill, but when the final vote
is taken, arms weary from twisting may not
go up in support of this much-needed con-
tinuation along the path of election reform.

The measure would set spending limits of
$950,000 to $5.5 million, depending upon size
of the election district. The limits apply to
general and primary elections combined.
Candidates who wanted to accept public fi-
nancing contributions from the government
would have to agree to limit PAC contribu-
tions.

In Senate campaigns, the limit would be
$190,950 for PAC donations in the smallest
states to $825,000 in the largest. Under
these rules, the PAC donations of candi-
dates such as Kansas’ Robert Dole, the
Senate minority leader, would have been
just $190,950 instead of the more than $1
million in contributions he received from
PACs.

Common Cause, the citizen's lobbying
group that does so effective a job of making
public the many campaign contribution
abuses, is leaning hard on Sen. Dole to sup-
port the reform legislaltion, As a presiden-
tial candidate who may need to raise huge
amounts of money, the senator obviously
has some interest in protecting the status
quo.

The influential support of Sen., Dole
easily would push this much-needed cam-
paign reform legislation over the top. Such
statesmanship is necessary to curtail the
ever growing abuses of PACs.

[From the New York Times, June 19, 1987]
THE REPUBLICANS' B1G-Bucks FILIBUSTER

They don't filibuster in the Senate the
way they used to in the days when Wayne
Morse or Sam Ervin would strap on a tube
and bag called The Motorman’'s Friend and
then go out on the floor and orate for 22
hours without a break. Still, even lacking
such individual heroics, Senate Republicans
seem determined to prove their filibustering
skills. For two weeks, they've blocked a bill
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that would clean up the present system of
campaign finance. The filibuster will go on,
unless some sensible Republicans recognize
how obstructionist their party looks on this
issue, and is.

To run for Congress these days costs
amazing amounts, In 1976, Senate cam-
paigns cost a total of $38 million: in 1986,
$179 million. One reason for such increases
is technology. Television costs more than
handbills, direct mail costs more than door-
to-door volunteers. But there's another
reason: There's more money to be had.

Some comes from rich candidates. Senator
Daniel Patrick Moynihan is alarmed by a
“trend to megacampaigns, vast fortunes
clashing one with the other.” More money
also comes from the profusion of special in-
terest political action committees. With
more and more money to solicit, the spend-
ing war spirals ever upward.

Conscientious candidates hate the escala-
tion. I do not think a candidate for the
U.S. Senate should have to sit in a motel
room in Goldendale, Wash., at 6 in the
morning and spend three hours on the
phone talking ‘o political action commit-
tees,” says Senator Brock Adams, a Wash-
ington Democrat. The public ought to hate
the escalation, too. When legislators depend
s0 much on contributions, they leave ugly
questions about their votes on issues affect-
ing big contributors.

The obvious remedy is to enact a lid on
campaign spending, based on population or
other local variables, Obvious but impossi-
ble; the Supreme Court says Congress can't
limit spending unless it puts up public funds
for campaigns.

Senate Democrats are willing. They can
muster 53 votes for the Byrd-Boren reform
bill to limit PAC contributions and create
publie finance for Congressional races, as in
the Presidential system. That's a majority,
but it’s still seven votes short of the number
needed to stop the Republican filibuster.
Some Republicans are concerned, and ought
to be. The filibuster makes their party look
baldly obstructionist on How Big Bucks Buy
Elections.

There may now be some movement.
Democrats are willing to cut back sharply
their public finance proposals if only Re-
publicans will accept the principle of total
campaign spending limits. There’s a worthy
opening here for negotiations that could
end the filibuster and, much more, bring
the Big Bucks under control, It's up to the
Senate Republicans.

[From Ogden Standard-Examiner, Ogden,

UT, July 19, 19871
TiMme To Cap CosTs OF ELECTION RACES IN
SENATE, House

The U.S. Senate is expected this week to
untie the knots that have kept the august
body hamstrung over an issue that to law-
makers is of paramount importance. It's not
the Iran-Contra scandal or the budget or
trade strategy. It's money—campaign
money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance,

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amounts of money that House and
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Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were Lo pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributors to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers."”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans have stymied action
on Senate Bill 2 because of objections to the
idea of using government money to run con-
gressional campaigns—even though the
public financing scheme for presidential
candidates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise, It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
public-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections.
Neither party will be at a disadvantage.

The average Senate reelection campaign
now costs $3 million. To amass that much,
an incumbent it has been estimated must
raise $10,000 a week 52 weeks a year every
vear of his term to build a campaign kitty.
And that is obscene.

Consideration of the new proposal and a
vote on ending the filibuster on campaign
reform is due before week's end. A substi-
tute to the proposal that has caused the Re-
publican heartburn should be acceptable.

It protects candidates against independent
expenditures and disclosure of so-called soft
money funds and responds to the principal
argument of public financing for Senate
elections, except where a candidate exceeds
the limits on established campaign spend-
ing.

Its time for Republicans to bargain. Dole
and his fellow filibusterers need to step
aside and give the reform Ilegislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping to restore
the integrity of our representative form of
government.

[From Ogden Standard-Examiner, Ogden,

UT, May 31, 1987]
DominNaNcE oF PAC’s IN NATIONAL
ELEcTIONS MusT BE REDUCED

Political action committees are playing an
increasingly bigger role than ever in nation-
al elections. PAC contributions accounted
for nearly 31 percent of the total 1986 re-
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ceipts, compared with nearly 29 percent of
1984's fund-raising.

Fourteen senators elected in 1986 raised
more than $1 million each in political action
committees contributions for their Senate
campaigns. That more than doubled the
number of PAC millionaires in the Senate,
from 10 to 24 PAC contributions to all
Senate general election candidates in 1985-
86 totaled $45.7 million.

The recipients of such largesse are getting
nervous. They realize that congressional
campaigns are obscenely expensive, that
special interest money invariably comes
with strings attached and that addiction to
PAC dollars undermines their credibility as
representatives of the people.

The high cost of campaigning was a con-
tributing factor in former Utah Gov. Scott
Matheson's announcement last week that
he would not run for the U.S. Senate in
1988, He said that as a candidate, he would
have to spend most of his time seeking cam-
paign contributions instead of studying and
speaking out on the important issues of the
day. Matheson said a spokesman for incum-
bent Sen. Orrin Hatch had predicted that
$10 million would be spent on next year's
Senate race.

Whether current office-holders are nerv-
ous enough to do something is an open
question, but recently introduced legislation
offers them an opportunity to make a con-
scious decision not to be beholders to PACs
and their vested interests.

Languishing in the Congress is a bill intro-
duced by Senators David Boren, D-Okla.,
and Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd,
D-W.Va. that would limit the total amount
of special interest action committee funds
candidates for Congress can accept. It would
further establish for Senate general elec-
tions limits on total campaign spending to-
gether with a voluntary system of partial
public financing, besides clamping down on
PAC contributions and extending the cur-
rent system of public financing of presiden-
tial elections to the congressional level.

It has more than 30 co-sponsors.

The likelihood of the upward spiral of
campaign costs is not apt to end anytime
soon without reform such as is embraced in
the Boren-Byrd bill,

In 1986, House winners spent an average
of $347,000 to capture their seats. Senate
winners average $3 million. Total spending
on TV ads and other campaign costs, includ-
ing primary and general election disburse-
ments came to $372 million, up from $321
million in 1984, Interestingly, Republicans
outspent the Democrats for Senate races
and the Demos were the big spenders in the
House contests.

Under the Boren bill, a candidate could re-
ceive public funds for part of his campaign
costs if he agreed to a spending limit that
would vary from state to state.

The measure also would reduce the size of
a PAC’s maximum contribution from $5,000
to $3,000 per election and limit total PAC
gifts to a candidate. Those limits would
range from $175,000 to $750,000 for Senate
candidates, depending on a state's popula-
tion.

Reform in PAC giving cannot guarantee
less-expensive campaigns or campaigns less
dependent on special interests. The PAC
system itsell was supposed to be a reform
and special interests groups are wonderfully
ingenious at finding loopholes.

Say what you want to about the integrity
of individual members of Congress or the
lack of a precise correlation between cam-
paign contributions and votes, The potential
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for abuse is clear. What we have now is a
mess, an intolerable situation of a bought
and paid for Congress.

Cost of running for Congress in 1968 in-
creased by 16 percent. The Boren-Byrd
measure could be a way out to put the skids
on big bucks buying tickets to Capitol Hill.

[From the Orlando Sentinel, Orlando, FL,

June 15, 19871

CHaNcE To BREAK PAC CHAINS

On Tuesday the Senate finally can break
its dependency on campaign contributions
from the political-action committees of spe-
cial interests. It can limit how much money
PACs can give a Senate candidate—and
limit total spending in Senate races.

The status quo cannot continue. Ten
vears ago no senator had accepted more
than $1 million in PAC contributions. Now
two dozen members of that august body
have accepted that much from special-inter-
est groups.

That simply makes lawmakers too behold-
en to bankers, doctors, labor unions and
other powerful groups, Another way to
gauge the change: In 1976 PAC contribu-
tions in Senate races totaled $5.4 million;
last year the total was $45 million.

Last year's winning candidates for the
Senate spent an average of $3 million; in
Florida, Democrat Bob Graham spent twice
that to unseat Sen. Paula Hawkins, who
spent roughly the same amount. The soar-
ing cost threatens to make politics the prov-
ince of folks who have personal wealth or
wealthy pals. Yet these megabuck races,
rather than airing serious issues more fully,
revolve around dueling TV spiels.

So Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd is
pushing limits based on each state's popula-
tion. In Florida, a Senate candidate could
spend no more than $2.8 million on the
General Election, with the federal govern-
ment ready to match smaller contributions
dollar-for-dollar after a candidate raised
$650,000 in individual contributions of $250
or less. A candidate uninterested in the
matching money could ignore the spending
limit but could acecept no more than
$564,307 from PACs no matter what.

The plan also limits House candidates to
$200,000 from PACs in the general election.
That's plenty.

It's time for lawmakers to stop quibbling.
Congressional committees have held hear-
ings on PACs nearly every year since 1977.
There's no perfect plan. Many Republicans,
for example, complained that a plan shelved
last week would cost $100 million every two
years.

Mr. Byrd's new one would cost less than
half that. Compared with the hidden cost of
a Congress hypersensitive to special interest
agendas, that's a bargain.

[From Times, Ottawa, IL, June 2, 1987]

As WE SEE IT: CAMPAIGN SPENDING Is OUT OF
CoONTROL AND CHANGE Is NEEDED

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific.

Congressional investigators are trying to
trace the byzantine trail of funds connected
to the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is
in the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for reelection and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
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among them is Senator Majority Leader
Robert Bryd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business.

Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are
cosponsors of legislation to curb political
action committees or PACs.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agrees to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed.

It is significant to note that spending has
gone up in each of the last five election
cycles monitored by the Federal Election
Commission, that special interest PAC con-
tributions to House and Senate candidates
reached a record of $130 million in the 1986
election and the 100th Congress is more in-
debted to special interests than any Con-
gress in the nation’s history.

We also have concerns about putting
public funds into the campaign treasure
chest, but the need for significant change is
urgent.

[From the Messenger-Inquirer, Owensboro,
(KY), June 19, 1987]
CampaIGN FINaNcCING REFORM Lonc OVERDUE

The Senate Election Campaign Act will
not change the way the governor's and lieu-
tenant governor's races are financed in Ken-
tucky. But U.S. Sen. Wendell Ford of
Owensboro thinks those races demonstrate
why it's time for public financing of con-
gressional races. He's right on the money.

Spending for campaigns has gone out of
control. In just 10 years spending just for
Senate races has increased five-fold, from
$38.1 million in 1976 to $178.9 million in
1986. Keep in mind that only one-third of
all the Senate terms expire each election.

The money it takes to get elected is a
problem in two ways. First, it biases the
system in favor of wealthy candidates who
can loan money to their own campaigns.
And that's where the recent Kentucky pri-
mary was an instructive example. Winners
in both the governor's and lieutenant gover-
nor's races for the Democratic primary were
millionaire businessmen. Gubernatorial can-
didates alone spent $12 million on the race.

Kentucky's other U.S. senator, Republi-
can Mitch MeConnell, thinks the spending
is just dandy, a healthy sign of vigorous
competition. "It represents participation,”
said McConnell.

Unfortunately, it represents participation
by special-interest groups, not the public at
large. The contributions of political action
committees has grown from $5.4 million in
1976 to $45.7 million in 1986, according to
Common Cause. And most of the PAC
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money goes to incumbents, making competi-
tion for the office far from equal.

8. 2 would change that by placing spend-
ing limits on campaigns, limiting the use of
personal wealth, providing partial public fi-
nancing and, as a consequence, reduce PAC
funding by two-thirds.

Election financing reform is long overdue.
And you don't have to leave Kentucky to
see why.

[From the Berkshire Eagle, Pittsfield, MA,
June 16, 19871

THE INcUMBENTS CLUB

When a women's rights activist was once
asked what single issue was most important
to women, her answer was an insightful one:
campaign-financing reform. This is not only
because the current system of letting special
interests pay for such a large share of cam-
paign costs means that legislators are be-
holden to them and not to the people, but
the system also makes if difficult for chal-
lengers—female or male—to break into the
old-boy network that is the U.S. Congress.

In that sense, campaign-financing reform
is the leading issue not just for women but
for any number of groups that are con-
cerned about Congress's failure to be re-
sponsive to their needs. As long as campaign
bills are picked up to such a great extent by
business, labor and professional political-
action committees, it is their agendas that
Congress will get to first, not the agendas of
blacks, the elderly or the uninsured.

Next to the special interest, the group
that thrives most under the exiting system
is incumbent lawmakers. As the New York
Times pointed out Monday, genuinely com-
petitive races for seats in the House of Rep-
resentatives are increasingly a thing of the
past, although the Senate still does get its
share of well-fought contests. In the House,
though, a record 98.4 percent of incumbents
running last November regained their seats.
Nor did they have to run very hard. In both
the 1986 and the 1984 elections, less than
one-eighth of all contests saw the winner
getting less than 55 percent of the vote—a
dividing line between a closely fought elec-
tion and a cakewalk.

The campaign-financing system, The
Time article noted, plays a big part in the
enormous edge that incumbents have. The
practice of the special-interest PACs is to
get on the right side of the likely winner,
almost regardless of his political views, and
in most cases that means they steer their
money toward the person who already has
the office. Last year, the PACs dished out
eight times as much money to House incum-
bents as to challengers.

A bill that would substantially limit the
role of PACs and introduce a measure of
public financing of campaigns (as in presi-
dential elections) is now before the Senate.
Although the measure has the support of
more than a majority of the 100 senators,
backers have had trouble getting the 60
votes they need to end a filibuster against it.

In New England and New York, senators
who are balking at ending the filibuster in-
clude five Republicans: Alphonse D'Amato
of New York, Lowell Weicker of Connecti-
cut, William Cohen of Maine and New
Hampshire's Gordon Humphrey and
Warren Rudman. They are standing in the
way of legislation that could affect the way
this country is governed far more profound-
ly than any new laws likely to come out of
the Iran-contra hearings.
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[From the Berkshire Eagle, Pittsfield, MA,
June 2, 19871

LEeT's Buy CONGRESS BACK

If there were any doubt about the poison-
ous role that special-interest money plays in
Congress, let it just be noted that the big-
gest-spending lobbying group on Capitol
Hill last year was a coalition of electric utili-
ties and coal companies fighting acid-rain
legislation. The coalition, by the way, was
extremely successful, as another year
passed without a meaningful law requiring
sharp reductions in the smokestack emis-
sions that cause acid rain.

There is a defense against this kind of
spending. The Senate's campaign-financing
reform bill would limit the contributions of
the special interests’ political action com-
mittees, put a lid on candidates’ expendi-
tures and, at the same time, introduce a
degree of public funding. The measure is
strongly supported by the citizens' lobbying
group, Common Cause, and already has the
backing of about 50 of the Senate's 100
members.

This degree of support would seem to
assure the bill of fairly clear sailing, but
there is a problem. Because the reform pro-
posal is considered such anathema by the
special interests and their errand-runners in
the Senate, the latter are virtually certain
to mount a filibuster against it. To bring
that to an end requires not just a 51-vote
majority but a vote of 60 senators for clo-
ture.

Even that number would be achievable if
senators focused more on the damage that
the current system of campaign financing
does to the fabric of this country's democra-
cy. In the 1986 election, nearly half of the
House of Representatives received 50 per-
cent or more of their campaign funds from
PACs. PACs donated a record total of $130
million to both Senate and House candi-
dates in 1986, a six-fold increase over 1976
when they gave “just’” $22 million.

Proof that PACs' legalized bribes are mo-
tivated less by ideology than by a desire to
curry favor with incumbents (who are much
more likely than challengers to win) can be
found in this statistic compiled by Common
Cause: In 1986, PACs gave more than $65
million to House incumbents and just $8
million to challengers for House seats.

This is a thoroughly unhealthy situation
that would best be corrected by switching to
a system in which private financing would
play an insignificant role and public funds
would be the order of the day. Failing that,
the Senate's bill is the best bet. The most
important action that chamber takes this
year will almost certainly be its response—
or lack of response—to this legislation.

[From the Daily News, Port Angeles, WA,

Feb. 19, 19871
PAC-FUNDING OF CONGRESSIONAL CAMPAIGNS
Neeps To BE LIMITED

Now-retired Sen. Barry Goldwater once
observed that “Unlimited campaign spend-
ing eats at the heart of the democratic proc-
ess.”

The Arizona Republican tried unsuccess-
fully to place limits on that spending last
vear, just before his retirement. Goldwater,
with Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., co-spon-
sored legislation that won a test vote in the
Senate but never made it to the floor before
adjournment.

The effort is still alive. In the 100th Con-
gress, Boren and Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd have introduced a newly draft-
ed campaign finance reform measure.
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Byrd’s sponsorship dramatically improves
the chances for passage of campaign spend-
ing limits this year. It is the first time in
more than a decade that the full weight of
the Senate leadership has been behind a
campaign reform effort.

The last time was in 1974, when Congress
approved spending limits for congressional
campaigns and presidential candidates. Two
years later, the Supreme Court invalidated
the limits in congressional campaigns,
ruling that overall spending limits could be
established only as part of a voluntary
system that includes public [financing.
Public financing was included for presiden-
tial candidates, but not for congressional
candidates.

Free of limits, spending in congressional
campaigns has soared. In just 10 years, total
congressional campaign spending for a gen-
eral election candidates has increased
nearly three times—from $99 million in 1976
to $289 million in 1986. Raising money has
become the primary consideration for con-
gressional incumbents and challengers alike.
And the special interests represented by po-
litical action committees (PACs) have
become a primary source of campaign
money.

Obviously, these special interests are
handing out campaign funds with the ex-
pectation of special consideration. This
practice is as old as politics, but the stakes
have changed dramatically with the advent
of political action committees. Specifically,
the stake needed for a political race has
become prohibitive for most challengers.
And it has made it virtually impossible for
most incumbents to turn away special-inter-
est dollars.

The Byrd-Boren bill would establish a vol-
untary system that includes public financ-
ing and limits the total amount of special-
interest political action committee money a
congressional candidate could accept. The
reform is sorely needed.

Goldwater was right. A political system
that gives overwhelming advantage on the
basis of fund-raising skills or personal
wealth threatens the heart of the democrat-
ic process.

[From the Portsmouth (NH) Herald, May
13, 1987

ELECTION REFORM

The Senatorial Election Campaign Act is
pending on the Senate floor. We hope it
passes.

Should the legislation pass, candidates for
the Senate in New Hampshire would be lim-
ited to PAC (Politial Action Committee) re-
ceipts of $190,950. Sen. Gordon Humphrey
raised a total of $704,864 from PACS for his
1984 re-election campaign, according to
Common Cause/New Hamshire, If the bill
had been in effect at that time, Humphrey
would have had to forgo $513,914 in PAC re-
ceipts. Sen. Warren Rudman raised only
$5,000 from PACs during his 1986 re-elec-
tion race.

Rudman, the state’s junior senator, has a
long-standing policy of accepting funds only
from PAC within the state of New Hamp-
shire.

Ironically, Rudman and Humphrey hold
important votes in the fight to fend off a fil-
libuster threatened when the bill comes to
the floor. Common Cause/New Hampshire
has called on the Granite Staters to oppose
those efforts.

The legislation limits total PAC funds for
each Senate candidate and limits total cam-
paign expenditures and the use of personal
wealth in Senate campaigns as part of a par-
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tial public finance system. It would estab-
lish a system for senatorial campaigns simi-
lar to the one that has worked for presiden-
tial elections.

The bill is supported by 49 senators and at
least one former member of that body,
Barry Goldwater, R-Ariz., who says, *Unlim-
ited campaign spending eats at the heart of
the democratic process. . .. Our nation is
facing a crisis of liberty if we do not control
campaign expenditures.”

Again, according to Common Cause/New
Hampshire, present senators received a total
of $64.3 million in PAC contributions in
their most recent elections. Under the provi-
sions of the pending legislation, these sena-
tors would have been limited to $27.2 mil-
lion form PACs—less than half the total
they actually received.

The bill is supported by 65 national orga-
nizations, including the American Associa-
tion of Retired Persons, the International
Association of Chiefs of Police and the Na-
tional Farmers Organization.

Spending in campaigns has long since
golten to the point of ridiculousness and we
favor anything which would reduce the
amount of money needed to run a competi-
tive campaign because it opens the door to
additional, qualified candidates.

“The Senate has the opportunity to end
the national scandal caused by the way our
congressional campaigns are financed by en-
acting this historic reform legislation,”
John Thomas, Common Cause/New Hamp-
shire chairman and National Governing
Board member John Thomas has said.

With that in mind, we hope Sen. Hum-
phrey and Sen. Rudman will help choke off
a filibuster if it should arise and then sup-
port the legislation itself.

[From the Roseburg (OR) News-Review,
May 2, 19871

CamPAIGN SPENDING REFORM BapLy NEEDED

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the
amount of time it takes to raise that money.
Chief among them is Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va.,, who com-
plains that his colleagues are spending so
much time trying to raise campaign funds
that they have no time for Senate business.
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-
sponsors of legislation to curb political
action committees (PACs) and limit cam-
paign spending.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to



21984

$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed, With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in 1986 election and with the
100th Congress more indebted to special in-
terests than any Congress in the nation’s
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the Red Bluff (CA) Daily News, May
16, 19871

MONEY ON THE MIND

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street scandal of insider trading. But Con-
gress is dealing with a money scandal of its
own as well—a scandal that involves the way
congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the
amount of time it takes to raise that money.
Chief among them is Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com-
plains that his colleagues are spending so
much time trying to raise campaign funds
that they have no time for Senate business.
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-
sponsors of legislation to curb political
action committees (PACs) and limit cam-
paign spending.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of ecampaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include publie fi-
nancing or spending limits.
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Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election, and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate any day. As it looks now, Byrd has
enough votes to pass the bill, but he does
not have the 60 votes needed to invoke clo-
ture if the Republicans filibuster. We hope
he will push hard to get the necessary votes.

[Fromn the St. Cloud (MN) Daily Times,
May 19, 19871

SENATORS NEED TO HEAL CAMPAIGN FINANCE
ILLNESS

Politicians, like physicians, have trouble
healing themselves. Most members of the
U.S. Senate know that something has gone
terribly wrong with campaign financing, but
they cannot seem to administer the legisla-
tive cure.

For two weeks now, senators have been
trying to come to some terms on a bill that
would limit the amount of contributions
candidates could accept from political
action committees (PACs), establish a vol-
untary system of spending limits and allow
partial public financing for Senate candi-
dates. The bill would help prevent a practice
that is becoming a political cancer: the over-
whelming influence of PAC contributions in
congressional campaigns.

Public debate has been marked by virulent
anti-PAC rhetoric, but the bill's merits
should be considered in a reasonably cau-
tious light. Following a previous bout of
campaign contribution reform in the 1970s,
lobbying groups of all kinds and policies
began forming separate committees for the
distribution of their campaign funds. There
is, in itself, nothing intrinsically wrong with
such a practice, for PACs are simply a con-
gregation of like-minded individuals who
have the right to support whom they please.

The trouble begins, however, when the
cost of election campaigns begins to domi-
nate the business of congressional govern-
ment, and when PAC contributions begin to
become the dominant source of congression-
al campaign funds. That is exactly what has
happened, and that is why campaign fi-
nance reform is needed now. In the 1976
election, successful Senate candidates spent
an average of $610,000. Last year, winning
Senate candidates spent an average of $3
million. During the same decade, the
amount of PAC contributions to Senate can-
didates has increased markedly, from a total
of $5.4 million in 1976 to $45.7 million in
1986.

Senators are loath to make changes when
it comes to something as personally critical
as their own election campaigns, and a Re-
publican filibuster has further slowed
progress on the reform bill. But senators are
scheduled to vote today on a motion to end
debate and take final action. For the sake of
their chamber's credibility and the integrity
of congressional campaigns, senators first
must end the filibuster, and then end the
growing reliance of congressional campaigns
on special-interest contributions.
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[From the St, Louis (MO) Post-Dispatch,
July 10, 19871

LimiT CAMPAIGN SPENDING

Somehow, the idea of public financing of
campaigns is a bitter pill for many to swal-
low. Why? They have the mistaken idea
that so long as campaigns are financed pri-
vately, they control who gets their contribu-
tions. Dyed-in-the-wool conservatives, for
example, don't have to worry about taxpay-
er money (including their own) going to sup-
port some bleeding-heart liberal.

It's an idea as appealing as it is wrong.
Under the present system of financing cam-
paigns for the U.S. Senate and House, the
public foots the bill, but instead of control-
ling the outlay, it has hardly any say in the
process. When, for example, utilities donate
to political action committees set up to help
elect members of Congress who will be sym-
pathetic to their cause, that money does not
come from thin air. When board members
of corporations write checks for favored
candidates, don’t think for a moment that
they personally are going to be so much the
poorer for having done so, Despite efforts to
limit corporate influence or to ensure that
donations to PACs come from shareholders’
profits, not cutomers’' pockets, the costs of
expensive campaigns are borne by everyone.

There's another cost, less calculable but
even more significant. And that is in the
quality of the product paid for: the elected
official. As campaign expenses rise, more
and more of the legislator’s time and energy
are devoted to fund-raising, and less and less
to the business of making good laws. As Mis-
sourians saw so well in the decision of
former Sen. Thomas F. Eagleton to retire
rather than run again under ever-worsening
conditions, the situation has become so
severe that good legislators are being driven
from the field.

Third, there's the appearance—if not in
fact the reality—of growing numbers of leg-
islators whose actions, including votes, may
be influenced disproportionately by the
need to raise funds for coming campaigns
against potential challengers whose re-
sources may exceed their own.

The Boren-Byrd bill, known as S.2, would
address these problems. Costs in general
Senate elections would be limited voluntari-
ly. Candidates choosing to exceed those
limits would trigger public funding for
gualified opponents who agree to live with-
in them, thus reducing candidates’ incentive
to buy ever greater amounts of broadcast
time. In races where both candidates abide
by the limits—and where no outside group
targets either candidate—no public funds
would be spent. Aggregate limits would be
set on donations from PACs, while one of
the most flagrant circumventions of PAC
Limits—a practice known as bundling—
would become more difficult, 8.2 also re-
quired disclosure of “soft money” contribu-
tions (indirect support from political par-
ties, PACs and others).

S.2 is not a perfect bill, but it goes further
than anything else yet proposed to relieve
the burden of soaring campaign costs—a
burden that falls heavily on senators, chal-
lengers, and voters alike, Missourians
should urge Sens, John Danforth and Chris-
topher Bond to support the best solution to
date to the unacceptably high costs of cam-
paigning.
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[From the St. Louis (MO) Post-Dispatch,
May 15, 19871

Cure PAC POWER IN THE SENATE . . .

In the last decade, campaign spending for
seats in the U.S. Senate increased by nearly
five times, to the point where in 1986, sena-
torial candidates spent $178.9 million on
their races. The proportion of that sum con-
tributed by political action committees has
multiplied even faster: to $45.7 million from
$5.4 million.

If the present system of fund-raising is al-
lowed to continue unchecked, the only can-
didates able to run will be those who are be-
holden to PACs. The winners, in turn, will
be those beholden to the wealthiest PACs.
The result is an unhealthy political imbal-
ance in which a politician’s sympathies are
weighted toward the rich and powerful
rather than the down and out.

A bill, S. 2, introduced in the Senate by
David Boren and Robert Byrd, would go far
toward inhibiting these dangerous tenden-
cies. It would allow Senate candidates to
obtain public financing if they agree to limit
overall spending and accept a cap on the use
of their personal funds in the campaign. S. 2
would also establish a formula for effective-
ly limiting PAC contributions to $5,000 per
PAC per campaign cycle.

S. 2 has won the support of 47 senators,
but despite this and the endorsement of a
wide-based coalition of national organiza-
tions, voting on the bill is being held up by a
filibuster. In a conciliatory gesture, Sens.
Byrd and Boren have offered to amend the
bill to reduce the amount of public funds
spent, and another cloture vote is scheduled
within a few days.

The Byrd-Boren bill is vital to putting the
Senate back on a track attuned to public
rather than private interests. The electorate
would be well served by senators voting to
end the filibuster and then approving S, 2
without further amendments.

[From the St. Petersburg (FL) Times, May
14, 1987]

Now Is THE TIME

Now is the time, goes the old typist's exer-
cise, for all good men to come to the aid of
the party.

Just seven more will do.

A partisan filibuster is under way against
the Boren-Byrd campaign reform bill, which
would pass if the Senate could vote. There
were 52 votes for cloture last week, more
than a majority. But it takes 60 to shut off
debate. Counting an absent supporter, there
are 53 votes to pass the bill. It will take
seven more to let democracy work.

The obstacle is the Senate Republican mi-
nority, which voted 44 to 2 against cloture.
John Chafee of Rhode Island and Robert T.
Stafford of Vermont remain the only
Senate Republicans willing to combat the
corrupting influence of congressional cam-
paign spending. The Boren-Byrd bill, which
they cosponsor, would establish partial
public financing of Senate campaigns in ex-
change for voluntary state-by-state spend-
ing limits. It would also set overall limits—
none now exist—on what candidates for the
Senate or the House may accept from politi-
cal action committees (PACs).

Minority Leader Robert Dole, R-Kans.,
and other opponents had been arguing that
it would be unprincipled to invest the tax-
payers’ money in campaigns even though
that's the only approach by which the Su-
preme Court will allow spending ceilings
and even though Dole himself is asking for
public funds for his presidential race. Ma-
jority Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., called
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the GOP bluff last week. He proposed an
amendment to cut by half the public fi-
nance component. The Republicans rejected
that, too, confessing that they really don't
want any spending ceilings at all.

In so saying, they committed their party
to an indefensible position. Congressional
races cost $373-million last year—almost
four times as much as in 1976—and PACs
representing special interests gave a third of
it. Most members scarcely attempt any
longer to deny that the money obliges them
to listen first to their big contributors. The
shakedown of lobbyists has become so con-
stant and shameless that lobbyists them-
selves have formed an organization to sup-
port the Boren-Byrd bill.

“Money has become the sour milk of
American politics . . ." said a statement by
the pro-reform lobbyists. “Like you,"” they
told Congress, “we spend far too much time
raising money. And we share your distress
at being diverted from the public issues of
the day to the pursuit of endless campaign
dollars.”

Even as America celebrates the bicenten-
nial of the Constitution, the very premise of
representative democracy is being subverted
by institutionalized bribery. Dole and 43
other Republican senators seem to be
saying that's just fine with them. Their only
alternative has been to offer amendments
purporting to restrict PAC money but which
wouldn't do so at all.

“Unlimited campaign spending eats at the
heart of the democratic process..."”
former Sen. Barry Goldwater, R-Ariz., has
said. “Our nation is facing a crisis of liberty
if we do not control campaign expendi-
tures.”

Will Goldwater's warning continue to fall
on deaf ears among his own Republican ex-
colleagues? Or will seven more come for-
ward to join Chaffee and Stafford in sup-
port of legislation that would resolve the
crisis?

Another cloture vote is scheduled this
week, The integrity of Congress is at stake.
So are the conscience and reputation of the
Republican Party.

[From the St. Petersburg (FL) Times, May
7, 19871

WHAT PricE HONESTY?

In a recent letter to constituents, Senate
Minority Leader Robert Dole, R-Kan., said
he opposes public financing of senatorial
campaigns. The next day, he applied for
public financing for his presidential cam-
paign.

The inconsistency between Dole the sena-
tor and Dole the would-be president is one
of the fascinating things to watch as the
Senate debates what is possibly the most
important election reform bill it will see in
many years. The bill (S. 2) by Majority
Leader Robert Byrd of West Virginia, Sen.
David Boren, D-Okla., and a host of cospon-
sors, would clean up congressional cam-
paigns in three dramatic ways. It would cut
back substantially on contributions from po-
litical action committees (PACs). It would
stop PACs from evading present limits by
the so-called “bundling” of checks from in-
dividual contributors. Above all, it would
subsidize much of the cost of general elec-
tion campaigns—although in Senate races
only—for party nominees who agree at the
outset to limit their total spending to
amounts determined by the size of their
states.

These measures, taken together, compose
the only practical antidote for the poison-
ous influence of big money on congressional
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elections, congressional conduct and public
confidence in the U.S. government. Since
1976, when the Supreme Court invalidated
all campaign spending ceilings that aren't
tied to a candidate's acceptance of public
funds, congressional campaign spending has
soared almost fourfold to $373-million.
PACs, each of which represents a special in-
terest, gave more than $130-million last
yvear, nearly six times as much as a decade
before. Most of the PAC money goes to in-
cumbents as tribute to their influence or as
payoffs for their votes, or to buy what a
Democratic House fund-raiser once shame-
lessly described as “'acess . . . the opportuni-
ty to be heard,” a right supposedly guaran-
teed free of charge by the First Amend-
ment.

The Byrd-Boren bill has 49 declared sup-
porters, including both Florida senators, but
only two of them are Republicans. Most
Senate Republicans, heedless of former Sen.
Barry Goldwater's warning that “unlimited
campaign spending eats at the heart of the
democratic process,” oppose the bill. In ad-
dition to threatening a filibuster, they are
supporting two alternatives, which purport
to stand for reform, but they are shams,
Neither would limit total spending or genu-
inely reduce PAC participation. Common
Cause, the public affairs lobby, has charged
that one of them, an amendment by Sen.
Ted Stevens, R-Alaska, would permit PACs
in some cases to give even more.

The other Republican proposal, by Sens.
Robert Packwood of Oregon and Mitch Me-
Connell of Kentucky, would forbid PACs
from contributing directly to any candidate
for Congress. But they could contribute in-
directly through party campaign commit-
tees. It appears they could even earmark
the money for a specific candidate, which
would result in no reform at all. The PACs
could also continue “bundling,” the practice
of collecting checks from PAC members
made out to a specific candidate in order to
evade the $10,000 per candidate limit on the
PAC itself.

Packwood's indulgence for “bundling” is
understandable in view of his 1986 cam-
paign, in which he raised $986,517 from
PACs and another $215,000 in bundled
checks from a PAC representing insurance
interests. The Byrd-Boren bill, had it been
in effect last year, would have allowed him
to take only $223,000 from PACs and noth-
ing by way of bundling.

The Republicans say it's wrong to ask the
public to pay for political campaigns—but
how is it any more wrong than public sup-
port for presidential campaigns, which are
no longer dominated by special interests?
Dole objects that partial public financing
for congressional races would ‘alter the
very foundation of our American political
system.” Yes, indeed. It would turn a cor-
rupt system into an honest one.

According to the Citizens' Research Foun-
dation at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia, the taxpayers would pay a maximum
of $87.6-million in 1988 and $69.3-million in
1990 if all Senate nominees participated.
PACs could contribute no more than $21.5-
million next year, barely half as much as
they gave in 1986. Total spending—assum-
ing full participation in the public finance
plan—would be held to just above this year’'s
level, and less in the next three elections. In
the House, where 323 candidates received
more than $100,000 each from PACs last
year and 51 topped $300,000 apiece, a flat
limit of $100,000 per candidate from all
PACs would apply.

“How can you govern a nation,” lamented
the late Charles de Gaulle, “that has 246
different kinds of cheese?” Lucky he was
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that he didn't have to try his hand at one
that has 4,157 political action committees.
America needs a Congress that isn't obliged
to answer their telephone calls first, and if
it takes $87-million in public subsidies to
insure an honest Senate, no greater bargain
could be had.

[From the Salem (NJ) Today’s Sunbeam,
July 2, 19871
Ler’'s REDUCE PAC POWER

One of the top priorities of Congress
should be the reform of campaign financing,
which has become a disgrace through its
overdependence on political action commit-
tees. A bill being debated in the U.S. Senate
would impose limits on the total contribu-
tions allowed from PACs and provide for
public financing of Senate campaigns.

The merits of this legislation are so appar-
ent that it has 44 sponsors. But a small
group of senators has promised to filibuster
the bill into oblivion. Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd is leading the effort to
stop the talkathons with a petition to limit
debate on the issue.

Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas, who
scrapped his $10,000-a-head, fat-cat break-
fasts under public pressure early this year,
is having trouble supporting the publie-fi-
nancing aspects of the legislation.

The estimated $50 million annual cost of
public financing for Senate races would be
paid for with a voluntary $1 tax checkoff.
An overwhelming majority of taxpayers al-
ready have volunteered to pay the $1 per
year for presidential campaigns.

The current process is far more expensive
in terms of valuable time allotted by mem-
bers of Congress to raising large contribu-
tions from sepecial-interest groups, the bad
legislation passed at the behest of those
groups and the hidden costs those special
interests pass on to taxpayers in the form of
industry tax breaks and consumer charges.
Ultimately, every taxpayer and voter pays
for those PAC gifts.

Those who oppose the reform measure
should realize they are siding with what
Common Cause President Fred Wertheimer
calls “a fundamentally corrupt campaign fi-
nance system.”

Each senstor’s stand on this issue reflects
his concern about the continuing loss of tax-
payer influence in the fact of growing PAC
power. Voters should remember where each
senator stood on this issue at election time.

[From the San Diego (CA) Tribune, June

26, 1987)

TIME TO SLAY CAMPAIGN MONSTER

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact. Since early
this month, Senate Minority Leader Robert
Dole, R-Kansas, and most of his Republican
colleagues have been engaged in a filibuster
to prevent the Senate from acting on Senate
Bill 2, much-Needed legislation that would
alter the system of election finance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees (PACs) in 1988, if the
bill were to pass, general-election limits
would range from $950,000 in a low-popula-
tion state such as Wyoming to nearly $5.5
million in California.
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Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for pubic office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
public-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
from of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections.
Neither party will be at a disadvantage,

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign moster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.

[From the San Diego (CA) Tribune, May 26,
19871

ConGRESS PONDERS ITs OwN “FILTHY LUCRE"

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific.

Congressional investigators are trying to
trace the byzantine trail of funds connected
to the Iran-Contra affairs, and legislation is
in the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading.

But Congress is dealing with a money
scandal of its own as well—a scandal that in-
volves the way congressional elections are
financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money.

Chief among them is Senate Majority
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com-
plains that his colleagues are spending so
much time trying to raise campaign funds
that they have no time for Senate business.

Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are
co-sponsors of legislation to curb political
action committees (PACs) and limit cam-
paign spending.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, would
create a series of voluntary spending limits in
Senate primary and general election races. It
also would provide public funds for general
election candidates who agree to abide by
those limits. Spending for Senate races in the
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1987-88 election eycle would be set at about
$181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $1909,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed.

With spending going up in each of the last
five election cycles monitored by the Feder-
al Election Commission (FEC), with special-
interest PAC contributions to House and
Senate candidates reaching a record $130
million in the 1986 election and with the
100th Congress more indebted to special in-
terests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime next month. As it looks
now, Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill,
but he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the Sanford (FL) Evening Herald,
July 6, 19871

CHANCE TO SLAY CAMPAIGN BEAST

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of -his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provided public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming ‘“panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
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created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress."”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
public-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public beneifts in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate bill
2 will provide for competitive elections. Nei-
ther party will be at a disadvantage.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.

[From the Sanford (FL) Evening Herald,
June 4, 19871
CoNGRESS MuLLS ITs “"FILTHY LUCRE"

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well--a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for reelection and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign
spending.I21As approved by the Senate
Rules Committee, the Byrd-Boren bill,
Senate Bill 2, would create a series of volun-
tary spending limits in Senate primary and
general election races. It also would provide
public funds for general election candidates
who agree to abide by those limits. Spend-
ing for Senate races in the 1987-88 election
cycle would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of them
who view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
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Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
‘We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the San Jose (CA) Mercury News,

June 26, 19871
DoLE’'s DELAY—SENATE REPUBLICANS MUST

END THE FILIBUSTER ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE

REFORM

Just as the California election system is
corrupt, so is the congressional system. Elec-
tions have been taken over by special inter-
ests and big money. The time is ripe for
remedies.

In California, the Assembly should pass
the Lockyer bill and the governor should
sign it. Next year, Californians will have a
chance to approve the ballot initiative that
limits campaign contributions, sets volun-
tary spending limits and provides for public
funding in elections for the state Legisla-
ture.

A bill similar to the Lockyer bill is under
debate in the U.S. Senate, and is supported
by a clear majority. So far, however, S-2 has
been held up by a filibuster lead by minori-
ty leader Bob Dole, R-Kan. Two weeks ago,
52 senators voted to end the filibuster, eight
short of the 60 required for cloture.

Dole’s tactics, intended to turn campaign
financing reform into a partisan issue, are
bad for his party and bad for the nation.
The current Senate bill is an intelligent and
fair one, which would do for Congressional
elections what has already been done for
presidential ones—provide a sane cap for
spending.

The two Republican senators who sup-
ported cloture, John Chafee of Rhode
Island and Robert Stafford of Vermont,
have defied the party but served the nation.
We wish we could say the same of Pete
Wilson.

The Republicans' outdated view seems to
be that since they are the party of money,
why support a bill that limits campaign
spending? The bill can only help the Demo-
crats.

False. As President Reagan’s two landslide
victories show, spending limits and public fi-
nancing have not hurt Republicans in the
presidential race at all.

The same regulations that have brought
spending for presidential elections under
control should be extended to Congress.

Election figures leave no doubt about the
wisdom of campaign financing reform. In
1972, before spending limits, President
Nixon spent $62 million to win the race. In
1984, with limits, President Reagan spent
$68 million to win, a huge decrease with in-
flation factored in.

Since 1977, when Senate Republicans first
filibustered against reform, the average cost
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of winning a Senate seat has gone from
$600,000 to over $3 million.

At the current rate of increase, it will cost
$15 million to run for the Senate sometime
in the 1990s, money largely spent by politi-
cal action committees and interest groups to
purchase influence.

Campaign reform’'s time has come. It has
worked for the presidency, is working in
those states that are using it and is support-
ed in the polls. For a handful of Republi-
cans to stand in the way of it is short-sight-
ed, parochial politics, doomed sooner or
later to fail.

[From the Scranton (PA) Times, June 10,

1987]

TAKE THE DoLLAR OuT oF SENATE—TIME FOR
PAC REFORM

A dark joke in the campaign fund-raising
business is that contributors get good access
to victorious candidates while those who do
not contribute merely get good government.

It is a message that political action com-
mittees take seriously and one which threat-
ens our democratic tradition as PAC contri-
butions continue to play a larger role in sen-
atorial elections.

PAC contributions to senate candidates
totaled $45.7 million in 1986 and 24 candi-
dates who received more than $1 million
each in PAC funds were elected.

Overall campaign spending has skyrocket-
ed, rising from $38.1 million in 1976 to 178.9
million in 1986.

PACs support incumbents over challeng-
ers at a ratio of about $6 to $1, making it
virtually impossible for many otherwise
viable candidates to compete in high-priced
races.

This month, the full Senate will consider
a reform bill introduced by Sen. David
Boren (D., OK) and Majority Leader Robert
Byrd (D. WV).

Based largely on the presidential public fi-
nancing system, Senate Bill 2 would place a
cap on the amount of PAC financing a sena-
torial candidate could accept and limit the
amounts that could be spent on a campaign.

It also would provide public financing to
qualified candidates just as presidential can-
didates reeceive public funds for their cam-
paigns. The estimated cost to the federal
treasury would be about $50 million each
year.

Opponents of the measure contend that
taxpayer dollars should not be used for cam-
paign funding.

But $50 million per year is a small sum for
a large investment in democracy, that could
go a long way toward limiting the strength
of well-financed special-interest groups and
restoring basic fairness to the federal elec-
tion process.

‘[From the Sioux (IA) Journal, July 4, 1987]
CaMPAIGN REFORM NEEDED

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance.

At issue is a measure that would create
voluntary spending limits in Senate elec-
tions, provide public funds for Senate gener-
al-election candidates agreeing to abide by
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the limits and restrict the amount of money
that House and Senate candidates may
accept from political-action committees, or
PACs.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PACs wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections have increased from $38
million to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress."”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise. It would cut the maximum amount
that any single PAC can give to a candidate,
but it would eliminate the sending limit and
public-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections.
Neither party will be at a disadvantage.

[From the Statesville (NC) Record &
Landmark, June 10, 19871

IN OUR OPINION—OWN “FILTHY LUCRE"

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money Scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for re-election and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign
spending. I

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, would
create a series of voluntary spending limits in
Senate primary and general election races. It
also would provide public funds for general
election candidates who agree to abide by
those limits. Spending for Senate races in the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

1987-88 election cycle would be set at about
$181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republicans measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include public fi-
nancing or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interest than any Congress in the nation’s
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the Sturgis (KY) News, June 3, 1987]
Concress PoNDERS FILTHY LUCRE

Money is on the mind of Congress these
days—money scandals, to be specific. Con-
gressional investigators are trying to trace
the byzantine trail of funds connected to
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in
the works that would deal with the Wall
Street money scandal of insider trading. But
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of
its own as well—a scandal that involves the
way congressional elections are financed.

A growing number of lawmakers are ex-
pressing dismay at the amount of money re-
quired to run for reelection and the amount
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief
among them is Senate Majority Leader
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that
his colleagues are spending so much time
trying to raise campaign funds that they
have no time for Senate business Byrd and
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are cosponsors
of legislation to curb political action com-
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign spend-
Ing.

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2,
would create a series of voluntary spending
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
tion races. It also would provide public
funds for general election candidates who
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle
would be set at about $181 million.

The bill also would limit the amount
House and Senate candidates may accept
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate
races, depending on the population of the
state involved, and from $100,000 to
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on
the number of contested elections faced.

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op-
position from Republicans, many of whom
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view public financing of campaigns as
anathema. They have threatened to kill the
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to
be working on an alternative measure. The
Republican measure would limit PAC con-
tributions but would not include financing
or spending limits.

Though the Republican measure would
effect the status quo only slightly, it's rea-
suring that they at least recognize change is
needed. With spending going up in each of
the last five election cycles monitored by
the Federal Election Commission, with spe-
cial-interest PAC contributions to House
and Senate candidates reaching a record
$130 million in the 1986 election and with
the 100th Congress more indebted to special
interests than any Congress in the nation's
history, the need for significant change is
urgent.

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now,
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but
he does not have the 60 votes needed to
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster.
We hope he will push hard to get the neces-
sary votes.

[From the Tallahassee (FL) Democrat, June
16, 1987]

PAC Limits—ByYRD-BoreN BiLL Has MERIT

Money and politics do not mix well. When
they do mix, all too often democracy suffers.
Are we so impoverished, are we so narrow in
our vision, that we cannot see that a dollar
for democracy is an investment that will
protect the future of that democracy?—U.S.
Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd.

So far, not enough U.S. senators have
been able to see the value of that invest-
ment in demoecracy. Last week, an attempt
to end a filibuster blocking action on a cam-
paign reform bill introduced by Byrd and
David Boren, D-Okla., fell eight votes short
of the required 60. “I have every confidence
that we will find a way to create that major-
ity of 60 votes in due time,” Byrd declared.

Another vote is expected this week. Wish
Byrd luck. Political Action Committees, or
PACs, are taking over federal elections, and
they are not moving slowly. One thing that
makes it so difficult to get those 60 votes is
the fact that incumbents are most often fa-
vored by the special interest committees.
Today's 100 sitting senators got $64.4 mil-
lion from PACs during their most-recent
elections.

Had the Byrd-Boren bill been law when
the ran, that figure would have been
slashed by 58 percent, to $27.3 million. A
study by citizen lobby Common Cause
showed that the 34 senators elected in 1986
got an average of $852,043 in PAC contribu-
tions; the reform bill would have cut that to
$209,642—a drop of $552,401 per senator.

Florida Sen. Bob Graham would have had
his $890,338 in PAC money trimmed by
$326,031. The state's senior senator, Lawton
Chiles, took no PAC money when he last
ran in 1982. Both senators are sponsors of
the reform legislation.

Senate PAC contribution limits would
vary according to the voting-age population
of each state and also would be tied to
changes in the Consumer Price Index. Flor-
ida's current limit would be $564,307. House
candidates could take up to $100,000.

In addition to capping PAC contributions,
the Byrd-Boren bill would set up a volun-
tary system of partial public financing cou-
pled with spending limits. Candidates who
wanted to avoid the spending limit and
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forgo to public matching funds would be
free to do so.

There is no justification for a minority of
senators to continue to stifle debate on this
important piece of legislation. The filibuster
should end and discussion of the merits of
the bill begin.

It's time for the nation to make that small
investment in democracy.

[From the Temple (TX) Daily Telegram,
July 9, 19871
SLAY THE MONSTER

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandel
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance. )

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PAC's.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in California.

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis-
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole
himself has spoken out about the outra-
geous expense of running for public office
and the undue influence that PAC's wield as
a prime source of campaign financing. In
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to
Senate candidates have increased from $5
million to $45 million; campaign spending in
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil-
lion to $179 million. Senators complain
about becoming “panhandlers.”

In the words of the public-interest lobby
Common Cause, “We have seen a monster
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign-
finance system for Congress.”

Senate Republicans object to the idea of
using government money to run congres-
sional campaigns—even though the public
financing scheme for presidential candi-
dates is working well. They argue that
spending limits in congressional campaigns
help incumbents to the detriment of chal-
lengers.

The Republicans have offered a compro-
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It
would cut the maximum amount that any
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it
would eliminate the spending limit and
public-financing components of the legisla-
tion.

Campaign reform simply will not happen
without spending limits. The Supreme
Court has ruled that there must be some
form of public benefits in order to establish
a system of voluntary campaign-spending
limits.

The spending limits contained in Senate
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re-
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden-
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections.
Neither party will be at a disadvantage.

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to
step aside and give the reform legislation a
chance to slay the campaign monster. In
doing so, they would be helping restore the
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integrity of our representative form of gov-
ernment.
[From the Torrington (CT) Register
Citizen, June 17, 19871

THE INcUMBENTS CLUB

When a women’s rights activist was once
asked what single issue was most important
in women, her answer was an insightful one:
campaign-financing reform. This is not only
because the current system of letting special
interests pay for such a large share of cam-
paign costs means that legislators are be-
holden to them and not to the people, but
the system also makes it difficult for chal-
lengers—female or male—to break into the
old-boy network that is the U.S. Congress.

In that sense, campaign-financing reform
is the leading issue not just for women but
for any number of groups that are con-
cerned about Congress's failure to be re-
sponsive to their needs. As long as campaign
bills are picked up to such a great extent by
business, labor and professional political-
action committees, it is their agendas, that
Congress will get to first, not the agendas of
blacks, the elderly, or the uninsured.

Next to the special interests, the group
that thrives most under the existing system
is incumbent lawmakers. As The New York
Times pointed out Monday, genuinely com-
petitive races for seats in the House of Rep-
resentatives are increasingly a thing of the
past, although the Senate still does get its
share of well-fought contests, In the House,
though, a record 98.4 percent of incumbents
running last November regained their seats.
Nor did they have to run very hard. In both
the 1986 and the 1984 elections, less than
one-eighth of all contests saw the winner
getting less than 55 percent of the vote—a
dividing line between a closely fought elec-
tion and a cakewalk.

The campaign-financing system, The
Times article noted, plays a big part in the
enormous edge that incumbents have. The
practice of the special-interest PACs is to
get on the right side of the likely winner,
almost regardless of his political views, and
in most cases that means they steer their
money toward the person who already has
the office. Last year, the PACs dished out
eight tim\es as much money to House incum-
bents as to challengers.

A bill that would substantially limit the
role of PACs and introduce a measure of
public financing of campaigns (as in presi-
dential elections) is now before the Senate.
Although the measure has the support of
more than a majority of the 100 senators,
backers have had trouble getting the 60
votes they need to end a filibuster against it.

In New England and New York, senators
who are balking at ending the filibuster in-
clude five Republicans: Lowell Weicker of
Connecticut, Alphonse D'Amato of New
York, William Cohen of Maine and New
Hampshire’'s Gordon Humphrey and
Warren Rudman. They are standing in the
way of legislation that could affect the way
this country is governed far more profound-
ly than any new laws likely to comeout of
the Iran-contra hearings.

[From the Torrington (CT) Register
Citizen, June 5, 1987]

LeT's Buy CONGRESS BACK

If there were any doubt about the poison-
ous role that special-interest money plays in
Congress, let it just be noted that the big-
gest-spending lobbying group on Capitol
Hill last year was a coalition of electric utili-
ties and coal companies fighting acid-rain
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legislation. The coalition, by the way, was
extremely successful, as another year
passed without a meaningful law requiring
sharp reductions in the smokestack emis-
sions that cause acid rain.

There is a defense against this kind of
spending. The Senate’'s campaign-financing
reform bill would limit the contributions of
the special interst's political action commit-
tees, put a lid on candidates' expenditures
and, at the same time, introduce a degree of
publie funding. The measure is strongly sup-
ported by the citizens’ lobbying group.
Common Cause, and already has the back-
ing of about 50 of the Senate’s 100 mem-
bers.

This degree of support would seem to
assure the bill of fairly clear sailing, but
there is a problem. Because the reform pro-
posal is considered such anathema by the
special interests and their errand-runners in
the Senate, the latter are virtually certain
to mount a filibuster against it. To bring
that to an end requires not just a 51-vote
majority but a vote of 60 senators for clo-
ture.

Even that number would be achievable if
senators focused more on the damage that
the current system of campaign financing
does to the fabric of this country’s democra-
ey. In the 1986 election, nearly half of the
House of Representatives received 50 per-
cent or more of their campaign funds from
PACs. PACs donated a record total of $130
million to both Senate and House candi-
dates in 1986, a six-fold increase over 1976
when they gave *just” $22 million.

Proof that PACs legalized bribes are moti-
vated less by ideclogy than by a desire to
curry favor with incumbents (who are much
more likely than challengers to win) can be
found in this statistic compiled by Common
Cause: In 1986, PACs gave more than $65
million to House incumbents and just $8
million to challengers for House seats.

This is a thoroughly unhealthy situation
that would best be corrected by switching to
a system in which private financing would
play an insignificant role and public funds
would be the order of the day. Failing that,
the Senate’s bill is the best bet. The most
important action that chamber takes this
vear will almost certainly be its response—
or lack of response—to this legislation.

[From the Towanda (PA) Daily Review,
June 17, 19871

PAC's BENEFIT INCUMBENTS T'o0o OFTEN

A dark joke in the campaign fund-raising
business is that contributors get good access
to victorious candidates merely get good
government.

It is a message that political action com-
mittees take seriously and one which threat-
ens our democratic tradition as PAC contri-
butions continue to play a larger role in sen-
atorial elections.

PAC contributions to senate candidates
totaled $45.7 million in 1986 and 24 candi-
dates who received more than $1 million
each in PAC funds were elected.

Overal campaign spending has skyrocket-
ed, rising from $38.1 million in 1976 to
$178.9 million in 1986.

PACs support incumbents over challeng-
ers at a ratio of about $6 to 1, making it vir-
tually impossible for many otherwise viable
candidates to compete in high-priced races.

This month, the full Senate will consider
a reform bill introduced by Sen. David
Boren (D. OK.) and Majority Leader
Robert Byrd (D. WV).
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Based largely on the presidential public fi-
nancing system. Senate Bill 2 would place a
cap on the amount of PAC financing a sena-
torial candidate could accept and limit the
amounts that could be spent on a campaign.

It also would provide public financing to
qualified candidates, just as presidential
candidates receive public funds for their
campaigns. The estimated cost to the feder-
al treasury would be about $50 million each
year.

Opponents of the measure contend that
taxpayer dollars should not be used for cam-
paign funding.

But $50 million per year is a small sum for
a large investment in democracy, that could
go a long way toward limiting the strength
of well-financed special-interest groups and
restoring basic fairness to the federal elec-
tion process.

[From the Tucson (AZ) Citizen, June 27,
1987]

WHEN PAC's TALK, CONGRESS LISTENS

Congress has an expensive habit. It's
called re-election, and to feed it senators
need $12,000 a day, House members $1,200.

With weekends off and two weeks of vaca-
tion, that's how much must be raised each
day to pay the $3 million average cost of a
Senate campaign, or $300,000 for a House
seat.

And when Congress needs a fix, it turns to
PACs. Freshman Sen. Harry Reid, D-Nev.,,
recently told syndicated columnist David
Broder he was astonished to discover it took
70 to 80 percent of his time just to raise
campaign contributions.

Sen. Brock Adams, D-Wash., puts it this
way: “I never imagined how much of my
personal time—at least 50 percent—would be
spent on fund-raising. Most of the time I
was not talking to constituents about contri-
butions; I was talking to professionals who
control PACs, and lobbyists who were far re-
moved from the voters of Washington state.
I was campaigning for money, not cam-
paigning for votes.”

Assume for a minute that all those PAC
contributions don't buy votes. Suspend dis-
belief and imagine that PAC-paid junkets to
luxury resorts did not sway key members of
the tax-writing committee just before they
installed lucrative “transition” loopholes for
their generous hosts (below).

Still, says Adams, the fear of cold-turkey
PAC withdrawal makes Congress shiver.

“Beyond the illusion of ‘vote selling’ is the
reality that Congress is not making the
tough decisions that it should make,”
Adams wrote in a recent Washington Post
column. “Too often we seek the easy
answer, the compromise that will offend the
least number of contributors. We hate to
offend because we know that incumbents
can collect money from all sides of an issue
if only they hedge.”

Campaign finance reform is desperately
needed. Because the Supreme Court has
ruled that campaign spending can't be limit-
ed without something in return, public fi-
nancing must be an element. That's no
excuse to bankroll campaigns with tax dol-
lars. Simply use public financing to even the
odds if one candidate obeys limits and his
opponent does not.

Such public-paid “methadone treatment”
won't be cheap, but it might help cure Con-
gress of its costly addiction to PACs.
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[From the Tupelo (MS) Northeast
Mississippi Daily Journal, June 16, 19871

ELECTION REFORM—LOWERING THE CosT

A vote is scheduled at 4 p.m. today to stop
a filibuster against election reforms pro-
posed in Senate Bill 2. It's time to stop the
talk and get on with the business of control-
ling the skyrocketing costs of congressional
campaigns, particularly in the Senate.

The bill's lead sponsor is Mississippi Sen.
John Stennis. Stennis, the president pro
tem, has put his clout and integrity on the
line for campaign expense reform. Still, the
battle to get the necessary 60 votes is uphill.

Senate Bill 2 has been incorrectly charac-
terized as a partisan bill. It is not. Campaign
expense reform is a bipartisan issue that
pits the power and influence of individual
votes and small contributors against the
clout of special interest dollars.

Stennis correctly has labeled the cost of
campaigns and the dramatically increased
influence of political action committees as a
threat to the integrity of the Senate.

The financial facts of senatorial cam-
paigns during the past 10 years support the
concerns of Stennis and many other sena-
tors:

Senate general election campaigns cost
$38.1 million in 1976;

Political action committees, the money of
special interests, contributed $27 million to
Senate general election candidates in 1984;
PAC contributions jumped to $45 million in
1986;

The average cost of winning a senatorial
campaign was $3 million in 1986; in Califor-
nia the winner spent $11 million.

Congressional polities, particularly in the
Senate, is becoming a possibility only for
people with significant personal wealth or
access to the riches of PACs.

That's not the way American democracy is
supposed to work.

Bitter political battles have been fought
to equalize the influence of every elector's
vote. The power of special-interest money
now threatens to diminish the influence of
a single vote and discourage small contribu-
tions to political campaigns.

Senate Bill 2 would enact three restric-
tions that could restore balance and sanity
to campaign expenditures:

Senate races would receive partial public
financing;

Limits would be placed on PAC contribu-
tions;

Voluntary limits would be placed on total
campaign expenditures.

The House and Senate were not meant to
be delegations representing wealth and spe-
cial interests.

Senate Bill 2 could reverse the trend
toward elitism in Congress.

America needs statesmen rather than po-
litical entrepreneurs available to the high-
est bidder.

[From the Wash'ngton Post, July 1, 1987]
U.$. $ENATE

The average Senate reelection campaign
now costs $3 million. To amass that much, a
senator must raise $10,000 a week 52 weeks
a year every year of his term. Let him miss
a week for some reason—could it be the
press of legislative business?—and he must
raise twice that much the next week, three
times as much the week after that. If he
represents a large state or fears a strong op-
ponent—or wants to scare such an opponent
off—he must also raise more than average.
And they do.
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The system has become obscene. Its de-
fenders argue that the money now in poli-
tics is a sign of vigor, a healthy form of par-
ticipation. Yes, up to a point—but that
health point is past. The ceaseless quest for
money absorbs the entire Congress, not only
in election years. The National Journal re-
cently compiled the amounts that senators
not due to run until 1988 or 1990 had raised
in 1985-86. By the end of last year four of
the senators likely to run in 1990 had al-
ready raised more than $1 million; one was
only $15,000 away; two more had raised
more than $700,000. What notion of good
government is served by that?

The Democrats seek to restore a sense of
proposition to this process. They would
impose spending limits. The Supreme Court
has said that to satisfy the First Amend-
ment, spending limits must be voluntary; as
a practical matter that means they must be
in return for federal funds. But Republicans
object to public financing of congressional
campaigns. The Democrats have therefore
moved successively to minimize the role of
public funds. Their latest proposal is that a
candidate could get such financing only if
he agreed to abide by the spending limits
for his state and his opponent did not. The
public money would be only an insurance
policy.

It was easy for Republicans to block the
Democratic bill when it contained a large
measure of public finance; they could stand
on principle. Now the issue is much more
clearly the limits. Hardliners still resist the
bill, on grounds that the Republicans, who
are better fund-raisers, would be condemn-
ing themselves to permanent minority
status. But money isn't what will deliver the
Senate to the Republicans; nor, in the long
haul, can it be healthy for the Republicans
to link themselves to this iron lung.

Two Republicans—Robert Stafford and
John Chafee—have joined the Democrats in
voting to invoke cloture and move a bill. At
least half a dozen others have acknowledged
the need for restraint. “There is no doubt
that campaign spending is out of hand,”
said Sen. Pete Domenici at one point in last
month's debate. “I would be very happy to
see some kind of overall limitation,” said
Sen. William Roth. “I believe there is no
surer way to a complete breakdown of our
electoral process than to ignore burgeoning
campaign costs,” said Sen. Daniel Evans. “It
seems to me there have to be some limits,"”
said Minority Leader Bob Dole.

The latest bill is fair; the Republicans
should agree to bargain on it. The alterna-
tive will soon be to change the name on the
place. It fast becomes the U.$. $enate.

[From the Washington Post, June 22, 1987]

Tin Cup CLUB

A full Senate term lasts 2,189 or 2,188
days, depending on leap years. The cost of
an average reelection campaign is $3 mil-
lion. Allow for a few days off—Sundays,
Christmas, their birthdays—and the average
senator has to raise $1,600 a day every work-
ing day for six years just to stay in office.
That $100 every waking hour, and if the
senator is from a populous state or expects
a close fight it may be two, three, even four
times that. The emblem of the modern
Senate is the tin cup.

Left to itself the problem of raising these
enormous sums will only worsen, as it stead-
ily and dramatically has for 10 years now.
The cost of office has doubled since the
mid-"70s, and is now rising at a rate of 20
percent in each election cycle. John Stennis
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is the senior member of the Senate; he has
watched the place for 40 years. He is hardly
the panting reformer; nor has he, over his
career, been particular partisan. Much of
his allegiance is to the institution itself. He
said on the floor the other day, “the cost of
election campaigns and the method of fi-
nancing them has placed the integrity of
the Senate in jeopardy.” He is right, and
the thoughtful people in both parties know
it.

The Democrats, led by Robert Byrd and
David Boren, propose to deal with this: they
would set spending limits. Because the Su-
preme Court has said that such limits vio-
late the First Amendment except as a condi-
tion for receipt of public funds, the Demo-
crats have also proposed public financing.
Because the Republicans, who are better
fund-raisers, object that public financing
would also, in any number of ways, be un-
healthy, the Democrats have moved to
reduce its role in their proposal, so that the
most it could provide would be 40 percent of
a candidate's funds. Now they are said to be
ready to reduce it further, to make it only
an insurance policy. If you agreed to spend-
ing limits and your opponent did also, nei-
ther of you would get public money. If you
agreed and he did not, you would get public
money (according to a formula still to be
worked out) only if and to the extent that
he exceeded the limit. As before, there
would also be a limit on the total any candi-
date could receive from PACs in an election
cycle.

Filibustering Republicans objected to the
earlier proposals in part on the grounds
that they would put the Senate at the
trough. This is a much leaner proposal. The
recipient wouldn’'t trigger the federal funds;
his non-abiding opponent would. There is no
way to shave the public financing any fur-
ther and keep the system workable. If a can-
didate who agrees to the spending limits is
not necessarily to be subsidized, he must at
least be protected. There are Republicans
who say that, while they oppose public fi-
nancing, they would favor spending limits.
This goes about as far as ingenuity can to
accommodate them. There are lesser fea-
tures of the bill that they also dislike, but
these are subjects for bargaining. The
Democrats are making a fair offer. The Re-
publicans should take it, before the misera-
gllf. obsessive race for funds consumes them
[From the Watertown (SD) Public Opinion,
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PRESSLER NEEDS TO SUPPORT S. 2

On Saturday, May 30, we criticized oppo-
nents of Senate Bill 2, which is designed to
bring comprehensive ecampaign funding
reform to the U.S. Senate. In talking to
South Dakota's two U.S. Senators, Senator
Daschle is a co-sponsor of this legislation
and Senator Pressler said he needed to see
some amendments to it before he could lend
his support. He said at that time he felt
that a proposed substitute amendment
coming from Senator Packwood of Oregon
would rectify some shortcomings S. 2 had.

Well, S. 2 has now been introduced on the
Senate floor as has an amendment by Pack-
wood and Senator McConnell of Kentucky.
They say their amendment would eliminate
PAC contributions to individual candidates.
However, an article in The Wall Streef Jour-
nal said about their proposal, “The move
was seen mostly as a tactical ploy to protect
Republicans from being branded as anti-
reform.” We can’'t say this is a strictly parti-
san proposal because there are a number of
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senators on both sides of the aisle who are
mighty beholding to PACs for their past
contributions.

The important thing here is that besides
being a tactical ploy, this proposed legisla-
tion is a charade and would not accomplish
its stated purpose.

The MeConnell-Packwood bill would in-
stead simply lead to PACs changing their
method of providing money to a congres-
sional candidate and in so doing would open
the door to PACs providing unlimited sums
to a congressional candidate.

The impact that this bill would have on
PAC money is perhaps best demonstrated
by what occurred in Packwood's 1986 reelec-
tion campaign. In that election ALIGNPAC,
a PAC representing insurance interests,
gave the senator a $1,000 contribution made
out from ALIGNPAC to Senator Packwood.
At the same time, ALIGNPAC's also gath-
ered and turned over to the senator $215,000
in checks made out by ALIGNPAC's mem-
bers directly to Senator Packwood. This
controversial practice, known as “bundling,”
allowed ALIGNPAC to massively evade the
$5,000 per election PAC contribution limit
and to get credit for providing what was the
equivalent of a $215,000 contribution from
ALIGNPAC to the senator.

5. 2, the Senatorial Election Campaign
Act, would make clear that PACs could not
use this kind of “bundling” practice to
evade contribution limits. All such contribu-
tions arranged for by a PAC would be count-
ed against the PAC’'s contribution limit
which under present law is $5,000 per elec-
tion per candidate.

The “Mc-Pack" bill also claims to restrict
this kind of bundling practice, but in fact it
does nothing of the Kkind. The so-called
“anti-bundling” language in McConnell-
Packwood merely says that if a PAC gathers
and delivers bundled contributions to a ean-
didate, the checks need to be made out by
the individuals directly to the candidate.
That is of course, the very practice that
ALIGNPAC used to provide $215,000 to Sen-
ator Packwood. Rather than restricting this
kind of PAC bundling, McConnell-Packwood
legitimizes the practices as a way for PACs
to provide money to a candidate.

This amendment, if passed, would “hog
house"” the present wording of S. 2. This
proposal to prohibit “direct” PAC contribu-
tions to a candidate, while legitimizing the
practice of PACs bundling and delivering
unlimited sums to a candidate, will result in
all PACs simply mechanically changing
their methods of raising money and provid-
ing it to a candidate without any limit on
the total amount the PAC could provide.
McConnell-Packwood will increase, not de-
crease, the ability of PAC money to unduly
influence members of Congress.

The McConnell-Packwood bill is not cam-
paign finance reform and should be rejected
out of hand. After all of this, if Senator
Pressler is really for reform, we hope he will
support that rejection. If he doesn't, then
the opposite is obvious. . . .

[From the Westfield (MA) Evening News,
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Sray THE MONSTER

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money—
campaign money, to be exact.

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re-
publican colleagues have been engaged in a
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting

21991

on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation
that would alter the system of election fi-
nance,

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas-
ure that would create voluntary spending
limits in Senate elections, provide public
funds for Senate general-election candidates
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict
the amount of money that House and
Senate candidates may accept from politi-
cal-action committees, or PAC's.

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general-
election limits would range from $950,000 in
a low-population state such as Wyoming to
nearly $5.5 million in Ca